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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Background 

The City of San Diego and San Diego Housing Commission (SDHC), in partnership with the business 
community and homeless service providers, have launched a new program model designed to help 
address the crisis of unsheltered homelessness in the community and to combat the recent Hepatitis A 
outbreak by providing safe, short-term shelter with services and linkages to permanent housing. The City 
of San Diego’s Temporary Bridge Shelters (TBS) are part of the community’s overall efforts to adopt 
Housing First oriented solutions and begin to reduce the numbers of people in the San Diego region who 
are experiencing homelessness. The three TBS shelters opened between late 2017 and early 2018. 

Focus Strategies has been engaged to conduct an evaluation of the TBS model and its implementation to 
date. The goal of the evaluation is to assess the design of the TBS model and determine whether it is 
consistent with “Housing First” principles and best practices, as well as to analyze whether the three 
shelter implementations are aligned with the model. In answering these questions, our evaluation seeks 
to provide information to help SDHC, community leadership, and stakeholders to understand what results 
the shelters are achieving for clients, and what impact the shelters are having on the overall problem of 
homelessness in San Diego. SDHC plans to use these findings and recommendations to develop 
improvements and refinements to the TBS model going forward. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Based on our analysis of both qualitative and quantitative information about the shelters, Focus 
Strategies has identified both strengths and challenges in the TBS model. Our assessment has found many 
strong areas of alignment with national best practices. The shelters have low barriers to entry, offer 
client-centered and voluntary services, and have strategies in place to support clients to exit from shelter 
to permanent housing. They are providing a safe environment where people who are highly vulnerable 
can access urgently needed health care and other services and are helping to meet important public 
health goals. Our analysis found that the shelters have assisted some clients to secure permanent 
housing. However, the rate at which clients are exiting the shelters into housing is lower than SDHC had 
projected, and most people who leave the shelters are returning to the streets or going to unknown 
destinations. To see improvement in these results, Focus Strategies recommends that SDHC and the 
shelter providers take steps to bolster the housing-focused services provided to TBS residents, expand 
housing-oriented practices, and continue building a stronger housing-focused culture among residents 
and staff. We have also identified how the program performance relates to broader system challenges. 
Currently, the primary pathway for clients to secure housing is through the community’s Coordinated 
Entry System (CES), managed by the Regional Task Force on the Homeless (RTFH). While this is a sound 
strategy as a system design, the CES as presently implemented is not creating the rate of flow through the 
shelters into housing that was expected when the shelters launched. Our report identifies some 
suggested changes and enhancements to make the TBS programs more successful on this critical 
measure, as well as raising some questions for the community leadership to consider relating to broader 
system-wide planning.  
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REPORT 

I. BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE 

The San Diego region has a significant population of people experiencing unsheltered homelessness.  
While annual Point in Time counts have varied from year to year, roughly 5,000 people have been 
counted in places not meant for human habitation over the past decade. The January 2018 count found 
4,990 unsheltered people, 2,630 of them living in the City of San Diego (about 53% of the total). The 
experience of being unsheltered is highly traumatic and unhealthy for those who are living outside and 
the community impacts are significant. In 2017-2018, an outbreak of Hepatitis A associated with people 
living on the streets in San Diego raised the urgency of the issue in the community. 

In September 2017, Mayor Kevin L. Faulconer, along with elected officials and community leaders, 
including SDHC President & CEO Richard C. Gentry, announced a plan to create three Temporary Bridge 
Shelters (TBS) as part of a new public-private partnership to help individuals experiencing homelessness. 
The City’s objective in establishing these shelters is to provide residents with a safe place to stay while 
addressing immediate needs, and provide a bridge to housing. As such, the TBS are aligned with SDHC’s 
HOUSING FIRST – SAN DIEGO homelessness action plan, which is designed to create permanent housing 
opportunities for individuals and families who are experiencing homelessness. The design of the TBS, 
like the HOUSING FIRST – SAN DIEGO plan, is rooted in the “Housing First” approach to addressing 
homelessness, in which all interventions are oriented toward helping people experiencing homelessness 
to secure housing as quickly as possible, while offering supportive services as needed. 

To assess the effectiveness of the City’s investment in the Temporary Bridge Shelters, SDHC has engaged 
Focus Strategies to conduct an evaluation of the program. The evaluation has two main objectives: (1) to 
assess the TBS model, to ensure it is aligned with Housing First principles and best practices, and (2) to 
assess the policies, procedures, and practices of the three TBS sites under contract to SDHC for 
alignment with the model. This report summarizes the results of our evaluation and provides 
recommendations to SDHC for changes that will make to enhance and improve the shelters. Some of 
these are recommended changes to the model, while others relate to how the TBS fit into the overall 
homeless response system in San Diego. SDHC will use the findings of this analysis to inform future 
decisions and recommendations to the San Diego City Council about the design of the TBS program. 

In addition to this overall report, Focus Strategies will be developing individualized action plans for each 
of the three TBS shelter to ensure policies, procedures, and day-to-day operating practices align with the 
TBS program model and Housing First principles. To the extent that our evaluation identified any 
findings specific to an individual shelter, those issues will be addressed in the action plans. 

II. METHODOLOGY 

This evaluation report is based on information gathering and analysis conducted by Focus Strategies 
between March and May 2018. The evaluation methodology is a mixed methods evaluation that includes 
both qualitative and quantitative information.  

The evaluation is designed to assess whether the TBS are meeting community objectives, specifically: 

• Is the TBS model aligned with Housing First principles and best practices? 
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• Are the bridge shelters as currently operating aligned with the model set forth by SDHC, as 
approved by the San Diego City Council, and with Housing First principles and best practices? 

• What results are being achieved for clients? 

• What results are being achieved for the homeless crisis response system? 

Sources of information for the evaluation included: 

• Bridge Shelter Model and Shelter Provider Policies: Focus Strategies reviewed documents 
describing the City of San Diego’s TBS model and documents provided by TBS providers relating 
to the implementation of the TBS. A list of the documents we reviewed is provided in Appendix A. 

• Review of Best Practices in TBS and Housing-Focused Shelter: Focus Strategies conducted a 
literature review to gather information about best practices in developing and operating housing-
focused shelter, including temporary bridge shelter. A summary of this research is provided in 
Appendix B. A table summarizing how the TBS implementation aligns with best practices is 
provided in Appendix C. 

• Site Visits and Stakeholder Interviews: Focus Strategies conducted sites visits to the three TBS 
sites in April 2018, which included in-person focus groups with shelter staff. Shelter program 
management and other key stakeholders were interviewed by phone. A summary of stakeholder 
feedback can be found in Appendix D. 

• Staff Survey: A brief survey was administered to the staff of the three TBS. Survey results are 
summarized in Appendix E. 

• Resident Focus Groups: In April 2018 Focus Strategies conducted focus groups with residents of 
each of the three shelters. A summary of the input we received is provided in Appendix F. 

• HMIS Data: Focus Strategies received an export of data from the community’s Homeless 
Management Information System (HMIS), which is managed by the RTFH. This included de-
identified data on all clients who have accessed the TBS through the period ending on March 31, 
2018.  Data from all three shelters was aggregated into a single data set to allow for analysis of 
the TBS implementation. Results of our data analysis are provided in Appendix G, along with an 
explanation of the data analysis methodology.  

 

III. SDHC’S TEMPORARY BRIDGE SHELTER MODEL AND IMPLEMENTATION 

 
A. The Temporary Bridge Shelter Model 

The City of San Diego and SDHC have developed a model for the TBS that draws upon national best 
practices and lessons learned from other communities. The model is documented in a set of standards 
and requirements that SDHC, as the administrator of the City of San Diego’s homeless shelters and 
services programs, has used in contracting with the three TBS provider organizations (more information 
on the three shelters is provided in the next section). In developing this model, the City of San Diego and 
SDHC set a goal that the TBS will “provide safe, short-term shelter, with basic services, such as temporary 
housing, restrooms, meals, and direct on-site linkage to services focused on supporting an individual or 
family to access permanent housing as quickly as possible.” The shelters are also intended to “contribute 
to the regional goals of ensuring instances of homelessness are rare, brief, and non-recurring.” The TBS 
are expected to adhere to all Continuum of Care (CoC) and RTFH performance standards and 
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requirements, including recommendations from the RTFH regional planning process for creation of a 
Homeless Crisis Response System. 

The sections below briefly describe the key features of the TBS model developed by the City of San Diego 
and SDHC. 

1. Service Philosophy: Housing First 

The overall design of the TBS is to adhere to Housing First principles, described by SDHC as follows: 

• “Housing First is an approach to quickly and successfully connect individuals and families 
experiencing homelessness to permanent housing without preconditions and barriers to entry, 
such as sobriety, treatment or service participation requirements.” 

• “Supportive services are offered to maximize housing stability and prevent returns to 
homelessness as opposed to addressing predetermined treatment goals prior to permanent 
housing entry.” 

Consistent with the Housing First orientation, the City of San Diego and SDHC have also specified that the 
TBS must utilize Trauma-Informed Care and Motivational Interviewing as a key element of the service 
model. A Harm Reduction model, which does not require sobriety and addresses heavy drinking and/or 
drug use and its consequences, will also be utilized. The TBS are expected to effectively serve the target 
population in a welcoming and solutions-focused environment. 

2.   Program Elements 

The City of San Diego and SDHC have specified the programmatic requirements must be met by the TBS 
and documented in the policies and procedures for each site. These are summarized below: 

• Low Barriers. The program model is designed to ensure unsheltered people with high barriers to 
accessing programs and services are not denied entry. The following criteria may not be used to 
determine program eligibility and continued stay at the TBS: sobriety and/or commitment to be 
drug-free; requirements to take medication if the resident has a mental illness; participation in 
religious services or activities; participation in drug treatment services (including NA/AA); 
payment or ability to pay; nor; having identification. 
 

• Basic Services: The program model specifies that the TBS must offer essential services to program 
participants, including 24-hour residential services and staffing, at least two meals per days; City-
provided showers, wash stations, restrooms, laundry, and belongings storage in an environment 
compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act; telephone access and message services; 
janitorial and routine maintenance; 24-hour security to ensure a safe environment for clients, 
volunteers, and others who may come in contact with the Program. 
 

• Property Management: TBS operators are expected to maintain a secure and healthful 
environment for delivery of all services, including: providing routine operating supplies such as 
hygiene products; routine maintenance, security, janitorial services, waste removal and disposal; 
regularly laundered linens; a secure entry/exit for clients monitored by staff; a fire escape 
emergency plan; compliance with Fire Marshall inspections and re-certifications; and a fire watch. 
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• Supportive Services: Services that are required include: Housing Navigation to assist clients in 
finding safe, permanent housing; space where supportive services and permanent housing staff 
from partner agencies can connect with clients; and coordination with and referrals to County, 
State, and Federal programs, as well as nonprofits and social service agencies. Programs are also 
expected to use shelter diversion strategies. 

• Health Services: TBS sites are required to provide access to testing for communicable diseases 
provided directly by the City or County of San Diego (including but not limited to Hepatitis A). 
 

• Staffing Levels and Staff Training: The TBS must have adequate staffing with appropriate ongoing 
training for service delivery and data analysis. 
 

• Community Relations: Each TBS must have a designated point-of-contact who is available at all 
times to address issues that may arise at the program and coordinate security issues with the San 
Diego Police Department; host a minimum of two community meetings to ensure community 
participation; and provide opportunities for electronic and/or written community feedback. 

3. Connection to Coordinated Entry 

A critical feature of the TBS model is that the shelters are intended to serve as a bridge to permanent 
housing. In designing the TBS model, the City of San Diego and SDHC identified the CES operated by 
RTFH on behalf of the Continuum of Care, as the primary mechanism by which clients will be 
connected to a housing program. The program design envisions targeting open beds to people who 
have been prioritized for and matched to an available opening in a housing program through CES. The 
goal is to serve the community’s most vulnerable individuals from each of the intervention categories 
(rapid rehousing or permanent supportive housing), move clients into the most appropriate housing 
of their choice, and meet client needs as quickly as possible. 

In the San Diego CES, clients are assessed and prioritized using a community assessment that includes 
administration of the Vulnerability Index – Service Prioritization Decision Assistance Tool (VI-SPDAT) 
and entry of the assessment results in the HMIS. Clients who have been assessed using this tool and 
have gathered all needed paperwork are eligible to be matched to a program opening based on their 
VI-SPDAT score, plus some additional factors. 

In setting up the TBS, the City of San Diego and SDHC developed the following priorities for admission: 

• Priority Level (PL) 1: Client has a VI-SPDAT score, is “match ready,” has been matched to a 
housing subsidy, and is looking for a permanent housing unit; 

• PL 2: Client has a VI-SPDAT score, is “match ready,” and is waiting to be matched to a housing 
subsidy; 

• PL 3: Client has a VI-SPDAT score and is working with an identified Housing Navigator to become 
“match ready”; and 

• PL 4: Resident has a VI-SPDAT score. 
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All the TBS operators are expected to participate in CES as established by RTFH and required to: 

• Document homeless eligibility using the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s 
(HUD) homeless definition and third-party verification preference. 

• Use the CES standardized vulnerability assessment tool in screening, referral and admissions 
processes for Program residents, when appropriate. 

• Participate in Housing Navigation, Case Conferencing or other integral components of CES. 

 
4. Performance Measures and Standards 
 
The following table summarizes the quantitative performance measures and standards that have been set 
by the City of San Diego and SDHC for the TBS. 
 

Performance Outcome Measure Standard 

Low Barrier to Entry 
Prioritize Entry for Persons from 
the Streets, Emergency Shelter, 
or Safe Havens 

100% 

Access to 
Resources/Services to 
Move into Permanent 
Housing and Stabilize 

Average Length of Stay ≤ 120 days 

Exits 

Negative ≤ 20% clients exit for non-compliance 

Positive: Bridge Housing Fiscal Year 2018, at least 65% of the 
program participants exit to 
permanent housing. Positive: Emergency Shelter 

Efficient and Effective Use 
of Resources 

Monthly Average Occupancy 
Rate 

90% during the time that the 
occupancy at the program has been 
stabilized. 

Data Quality 
Missing or Incomplete Data ≤ 5% in HMIS 

Timeliness of Data Entry 
100% of client data entered within 
3 business days 

Recidivism 
Number of exited clients return 
to shelter 

Fiscal Year 2018, no more than 15% 
of the program participants who 
leave the Temporary bridge Shelters 
for permanent housing will return to 
shelter. 

 
B. Bridge Shelter Implementation: Overview of the Three Sites 

The TBS are located in three “Sprung Structures” – fabric membrane structures that are relatively quick 
and easy to erect and provide flexible, customizable interior space. SDHC has implemented the TBS model 
by contracting, on behalf of the City of San Diego, with three highly experienced homeless service 
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providers to operate programs within these Sprung Structures. Before the launch of the TBS, these 
providers were already under contract to provide shelter services to the City of San Diego and have 
strong experience serving their respective target populations. 

Each TBS serves a specific population, as described below: 

Provider Target Population 
Number of 

Beds 
Location 

Father Joe’s Village 
Families with children; single 
women 

150 
14th Street and 
Commercial Avenue 

Alpha Project  
Single men and women (no 
children) 

324 
16th Street and Newton 
Avenue 

Veterans Village of San 
Diego (VVSD) 

Veterans (single men and 
women only; no children) 

200 
2801 1/2 Sports Arena 
Boulevard 

 
The structures began operation in December 2017 (starting with single adults and Veterans), with all 
three up and running by January 2018. As of March 31, 2018, a total of 1,539 unique clients had been 
served. The tables below provide some general information about the numbers of clients enrolled at each 
shelter and their characteristics.  

Note: all data analysis presented throughout this report is based on a client-level data set extracted by 
RTFH from HMIS and provided to Focus Strategies. Our data analysis covers the period through March 31, 
2018 for all three shelters. Results may vary slightly from reports produced by SDHC or RTFH because of 
data updates after data was pulled by RTFH for Focus Strategies, as well as nuances associated with data 
aggregation and reporting. 

The table below presents summary data on the clients served in the TBS through March 31, 2018. Some 
clients have entered a TBS on more than one occasion (multiple entries). The number of unique clients 
enrolled represents the number of unduplicated clients served.  The number of enrollments reflects the 
number of entries and therefore includes some duplicated clients.  Active clients is the number of people 
shown in the data as occupying a bed on March 31, 2018. 

Table 1: Data Describing the Clients Enrolled in TBS Projects 

 Father Joe’s 
Alpha 

Project 
VVSD All TBS 

Earliest Enrollment Date 1/3/18 12/1/2017 12/22/17 12/1/2017 
# of Unique Clients Enrolled 220 886 483 1,539 
# of Enrollments through March 31, 2018 225 965 843 2,033 
# of Active Clients on March 31, 2018 144 323 170 637 

 
The next table contains descriptive information about the 1,539 unique (unduplicated) clients who 
enrolled in the TBS in terms of age, gender, race, ethnicity, whether they report a disability, if they would 
be characterized as experiencing chronic homelessness, veteran status, whether they were receiving 
income and non-cash benefits at program entry, and household type. 
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Average age of the clients was 47 years old, with a median of 51 years old. Almost 70% were 41 years old 
or more. Males also comprise almost 70% of the population. Most clients identify as white (61%), with 
the next most frequent racial group identifying as black (34%); 21% of clients identify as Latino. 
Approximately one-third of participants reported being a veteran (most of these were served at the VVSD 
site) and one-third could be categorized as experiencing chronic homelessness. Almost two-thirds 
reported a disability. Finally, most clients enrolled in the TBS were in single adult households. 

Table 2: Descriptive Characteristics of Unduplicated Clients Served in TBS 

Characteristic # of Clients % of Clients 
Age   

<18 78 5% 
18-24 55 4% 
25-40 351 23% 
41-60 761 49% 
61+ 294 19% 

   
Gender   

Male 1,068 69% 
Female 468 30% 
Other 3 <1% 

   
Race   

American Indian 36 2% 
Asian 25 2% 
Black 527 34% 
Native Hawaiian/PI 12 1% 
White 936 61% 
Unknown 3 <1% 

   
Latino 328 21% 
Veteran 513 33% 
Disability 953 62% 
Chronically Homeless 494 32% 
Past Experience with Domestic Violence 214 14% 
Have Income 601 39% 
Have Non-Cash Benefits 351 23% 

   
Household Type   

Family 130 8% 
Single Adult 1349 88% 
Transition Age Youth (TAY) 60 4% 
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Each TBS client is assessed using the VI-SPDAT tool to determine their level of vulnerability for the 
purposes of prioritization and matching to a resource through the Coordinated Entry System (CES). These 
scores are used, along with other information, to determine what type of housing intervention a client 
may receive. Clients who score 3 and below are generally not recommended for an intervention; 4 to 7 
suggests rapid re-housing (up to 8 for families with children); and 8 or higher suggests permanent 
supportive housing (9 or higher for families with children). 

The table below shows the VI-SPDAT scores provided by SDHC of the 1,539 unduplicated TBS clients 
either at the time they entered the shelter or assessed shortly thereafter. There was a fairly wide range of 
vulnerability scores, with clients scoring for both permanent supportive housing, rapid rehousing, and no 
interventions. Almost one-quarter of the scores are 9 and above, indicating a high vulnerability and 
probable need for permanent supportive housing. Although it appears that VI-SPDAT scores were missing 
for just over 200 clients, RTFH is exploring the possible impact of a data extraction issue and expect that 
the number of missing VI-SPDATS may be far less.  

Table 3: VI-SPDAT Scores of Clients Served in TBS 

VI-SPDAT Score 
Score Distribution of Pre-and 
Post-Enrollment Assessments  

# of Clients % of Clients 
0-3 124 8% 
4-5 335 22% 
6-8 502 33% 

9-11 269 17% 
12+ 98 6% 

Missing 211 14% 
 
The table below presents data on the prior living situation of all clients at the time they entered the TBS.  
Since some people have entered and exited more than once, this table presents duplicated data. That is, 
a client who entered twice will be counted twice in the table.  Clients might have different prior living 
situations each time they enter. 

This data shows that almost 80% of entries into the TBS through March 31, 2018 were people who were 
unsheltered, meaning they were living on the streets, an encampment or a vehicle. About 10% of entries 
were from another shelter or other type of interim/emergency housing.  The remainder of entries were 
from other types of locations. 

Table 4:Prior Living Situation of Clients Served in TBS 

Prior Living Situation # of Entries % of Entries 
Unsheltered 1,612 79.3% 
Emergency Shelter, Interim Housing, Safe Haven 194 9.5% 
Institution (e.g. jail, hospital, treatment) 79 3.9% 
Hotel/Motel (No Voucher), Friends, Family 99 4.9% 
Transitional Housing 19 0.9% 
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Prior Living Situation # of Entries % of Entries 
Permanent Housing 21 1.0% 
Missing/Unknown/Other 9 0.4% 

 
IV. EVALUATION FINDINGS 

Focus Strategies has analyzed the information collected during this evaluation to develop an assessment 
of the TBS model and the implementation of the model to determine how well it aligns with national best 
practices. These findings represent our assessment of the overall implementation of the model across all 
three shelters. To the extent we have identified any findings that are unique to a specific shelter, these 
will be addressed in individualized provider action plans.  

1. Best Practices in Effective and Housing-Focused Emergency Shelter 

In the past decade, the field of homelessness has moved strongly in the direction of considering and 
implementing solutions from a systems perspective. Evidence from around the United States and a shift 
in federal policy direction all point to the importance of developing systems to effectively end 
homelessness – sometimes referred to as a Homeless Crisis Response System. While many communities 
have strong and innovative programs and initiatives, they often are uncoordinated and misaligned, 
resulting in resources not being used to maximize impact. In a homeless crisis response system, all the 
interventions are organized to prevent homelessness whenever possible and return people experiencing 
homelessness to stable housing as quickly as possible. To achieve this system approach, all resources and 
programs are aligned around a consistent set of strategies and work toward shared, measurable 
objectives. All stakeholders are accountable for results. 

Emergency shelter has a critical role to play in an effective homeless crisis response system. Shelters 
should help to speed the movement of people from homelessness to housing by providing a safe place 
for people to stay while they address immediate practical needs and develop a plan to secure housing. 
Yet, in many communities, shelters do not play this role. While they meet a need to provide a safe place 
out of the elements and may offer some supportive services, many shelters offer little in the way of 
practical assistance to help residents secure housing. In recent years, communities around the country 
have increasingly been developing innovations to transform their shelter systems to make them more 
housing-focused or “housing-first” oriented. There is an increasing body of practice that demonstrates 
the key features that are required for shelters to be effective components of an overall homeless system 
response. 

To assess how well the TBS model is aligned with these best practices for a housing-focused shelter, 
Focus Strategies conducted a review of available literature. This section summarizes the key features of 
effective housing-first oriented emergency shelter, both in terms of how a shelter should operate and 
how shelters should be connected to and integrated with the broader homeless system. A more detailed 
summary of best practices is provided in Appendix B. 

a. Client-Focused Practices: Low Entry Barriers and Voluntary Service Participation 

One of the main features of effective housing-focused shelter is that it is available and open to those who 
are the most vulnerable and in greatest need of assistance from the homeless system. This means that 
there are minimal barriers to entry and that shelter operations and rules are designed to meet people 
where they are and promote client-centered practices. This includes offering services on a voluntary basis 
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and working with each client to engage them and build trust, rather than imposing service participation 
requirements that clients must agree to as a condition of entry or of remaining in the program. Shelter 
entry requirements should be limited only to whether the client is experiencing homelessness, and not 
include screening for sobriety, willingness to participate in services or receive treatment, income, or other 
indicators of “motivation.” Some low-barrier shelters have policies allowing the “3 Ps” – pets, partners, 
and possessions – all of which are frequent barriers for people who have been living outdoors and who 
will not enter shelter if it means giving up their belongings or being separated from their self-identified 
family or their pets. Shelter rules focus on addressing disruptive or dangerous behavior, rather than 
compliance with a long list of house rules. The facility is open 24/7 and clients may come and go 
throughout the day. Shelter policies and practices ensure that clients are treated with dignity and respect, 
and shelters have the cultural competence to serve a diverse population. 

b. Diversion from Shelter When Possible 

Highly effective shelter systems ensure that people only enter shelter if they have no other safe place to 
stay. By diverting people who have other pathways to housing, the system ensures that beds are available 
for those with the greatest needs. To achieve this objective, communities have implemented Shelter 
Diversion strategies to help households avoid entering shelter whenever possible and safe. Diversion is a 
practice and process of exploring a household’s housing situation at the time they present to the shelter 
seeking access to a bed. If the household is unstably housed/at-risk of homelessness (e.g., they are 
doubled up with a friend or family member), then the goal of diversion is to explore whether they can 
remain in place permanently and/or move directly to some other housing situation. If the household has 
already lost their housing, the goal is to see if an immediate housing solution can be identified. Diversion 
assistance may include mediation with a friend, family member, or landlord; problem-solving; small 
amounts of financial assistance; assistance with housing search strategies; and connection to mainstream 
resources. Diversion is not a program but rather a strengths-based, problem-solving practice. 

c. Shelter as Pathway to Housing: Creating a Housing-Focused Service Model 

Another critical feature of effective housing-focused shelter is that the culture of the shelter environment 
is oriented around supporting clients to secure a housing solution as quickly as possible. Shelter is 
understood by clients and staff not as just a place you go to get a roof over your head, but as a place you 
go to get housed. This has implications both for how shelter is operated and for how the shelters connect 
to the broader Homeless Crisis Response System. In a housing-focused shelter, there are trained staff 
who are housing specialists, housing locators, or housing case managers responsible for working with 
each client to develop and implement a housing plan. They may either work for the shelter or a partner 
agency. To maximize the shelter’s ability to help clients secure housing, shelters should be strongly 
connected to the community’s Coordinated Entry System (CES), so that shelter residents may be 
prioritized and referred to housing programs for which they are eligible (either rapid rehousing or 
permanent supportive housing). Yet, in a context where most communities do not have enough housing 
subsidies to go around, securing a housing program placement is only one possible pathway to housing. 
In housing-focused shelter, the same types of problem-solving strategies used in Diversion practice 
should also be used in interactions with shelter residents – using problem-solving, mediation, flexible 
financial support, and access to mainstream resources to identify housing solutions wherever possible. 
Since many long-term shelter users may express reluctance to engage in a housing conversation even 
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when a long-term subsidy is being offered, staff who do this work need robust training in motivational 
interviewing, trauma-informed care, and harm reduction.  

To provide an environment where shelter staff can effectively engage with clients to develop a housing 
plan, housing-focused shelters generally have slightly better amenities than the bare-bones “mats on the 
floor” setup often found in night-to-night shelters. However, there is no single best practice about how a 
housing-focused shelter should be configured. Some providers believe if the shelter facility has too many 
amenities (e.g., private rooms, internet access, television), it can disincentive clients to search for 
housing. Others believe that having nicer surroundings, privacy, and space makes clients feel more 
comfortable and secure, and that they are then more likely to engage into a conversation about services 
and housing.  

d. Use of Data for Continuous Quality Improvement 

The final critical component of effective housing-focused shelter is that data is used for continuous 
quality improvement. For each shelter, performance measures should be established to assess how well 
the program is performing and whether it is contributing to the community’s goals for addressing 
homelessness. Typically, these measures would include whether the most vulnerable and highest need 
unsheltered people are accessing the shelter, how long they are staying, whether they are exiting to 
permanent housing or another positive situation (e.g. entering treatment), and whether they are 
returning to homelessness. Data should be entered into the community’s HMIS system so that it can be 
collected and analyzed both at the individual shelter level and at the system level for all shelters. Timely 
and accurate entry of data into HMIS also ensures that shelter providers and system funders have the 
information needed to refine and adjust their program models to achieve improvements in shelter 
performance. Client satisfaction data and client input also is critical to ensure shelters are client-focused 
and that the objective of serving participants with dignity and respect is being met. 

 

2. Alignment of the TBS Model with Best Practices 

To assess how well the TBS model is aligned with best practices, Focus Strategies analyzed both 
quantitative and qualitative information to understand the shelter operations and the connections of the 
shelters to the broader homeless system in San Diego. Our findings are organized in accordance with the 
four key features described above. 

a. Client-Focused Practices: Low Entry Barriers and Voluntary Service Participation 

i. Entry Barriers: 

The TBS model developed by the City of San Diego and SDHC requires that the shelters must have limited 
barriers to entry and may not screen for any of the following factors: 

• Sobriety and/or commitment to be drug-free; 
• Requirements to take medication if the resident has a mental illness; 
• Participation in religious services or activities; 
• Participation in drug treatment services (including NA/AA); 

Temporary Bridge Shelter Evaluation   |   Prepared for the San Diego Housing Commission by Focus Strategies   |   June 2018   |   Page 12 of 73



• Payment or ability to pay; nor 
• Identification. 

 
This standard is strongly aligned with best practices. In our review of the policies and procedures from the 
three TBS, we noted that all the shelters have implemented this requirement in their policies and their 
intake procedures. While none of the shelters screens for sobriety, they all do require that clients may 
not bring drugs or alcohol into the shelter. 

In our interviews with shelter staff, we observed that there seemed to be a strong understanding that the 
shelters are designed to be low barrier and that participants could not be screened out due to substance 
use, mental health issues, or other factors. In our interview and in the staff survey, the factors that staff 
noted were most likely to result in individuals or families not being allowed to enter the shelter or being 
asked to leave were aggressive/violent behavior and possession of drugs or alcohol on site.  

The shelters do not entirely align with the “3 Ps” objective that has been embraced by some low barrier 
shelters – allowing partners, pets and possessions. The two single adult shelters (Alpha and VVSD) serve 
both men and women, but they are accommodated in separate sections by gender and there are no 
designated spaces for two-adult households. The Alpha shelter allows pets and VVSD allows only service 
animals. All three shelters provide residents with a locker to store possessions but only Alpha has larger 
storage units for clients. These policies likely present access barriers for some unsheltered people who 
will not be separated from their pets or from the people with whom they have been staying to enter 
shelter.  

The data on characteristics of clients who have been served in the TBS shows that there are many high 
need individuals and families being served: 62% report having a disability and 31% are chronically 
homeless. Another indicator that the shelters have relatively low barriers is that 80% of entries were from 
unsheltered situations (i.e., outdoors, in a tent, vehicle, or other place not intended for people to live). 
Shelters with high barriers to entry and that seek to screen out people who are challenging to work with 
will often will have low rates of entry of people who are unsheltered, since these households often have 
high needs and vulnerabilities and cannot pass sobriety and other screening factors. That the TBS is 
primarily serving people who are unsheltered is a strong indicator that there are relatively low barriers to 
entry. 

II. Rules and Service Participation Requirements: 

The TBS model developed by the City of San Diego and SDHC does not explicitly reference any 
requirements or standards relating to program rules and service participation. However, our review of 
shelter program policies found that for the most part, the shelters have reasonable rules that are largely 
focused on safety and security and do not impose many service participation requirements or other 
behavioral expectations that are not aligned with best practices. Our interviews with staff and clients did 
not reveal any misalignment between policies and practices – there appears to be a strong commitment 
by each shelter operator to provide clients with the support they need to be able to stay in shelter and 
not ask anyone to leave unless there are significant safety concerns. 
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iii. Physical Environment: 

Based upon on site visits, the physical environments of the shelters appear to be safe and clean. The 
structures do not afford much privacy for residents, with all clients sleeping in bunk beds in a single 
common space. At the two single adult shelters (Alpha and VVSD), there are some partitions to separate 
individuals by gender, while at Father Joe’s, the single women have a space somewhat separate from the 
families with children. However, overall, the spaces are crowded and likely somewhat noisy at night when 
all beds are full (our tour occurred during the daytime). While overall staff and clients expressed 
satisfaction with the physical structures, we heard from staff and residents at all three shelters that 
having bunk beds is not ideal. Many older clients or those with mobility issues cannot access the top 
bunks, making them harder to keep filled. Parents with small children are uncomfortable having them 
sleeping in top bunks.  

We also noted that all the sites had limited common space, office space, or space for client services 
(either group meetings or one-on-one conversations). The lack of office space makes it challenging for 
services staff to engage with clients and seems to amplify the issues of clients having little to no privacy. 

iv. Client-Focused Practices: 

Implementing client-focused practices that promote dignity and respect are not specifically named in the 
model implemented in the City of San Diego, but these principles are implicit in the overall goals and the 
description of the TBS as being housing-first oriented. Based on our review of program policies, forms, 
and other materials, it appears that the three shelters have developed clear policies that communicate 
expectations in an accessible way. During our site visits and interviews, we observed staff engaging with 
clients respectfully and with compassion. 

One area where it appears there is room for improvement is in building the knowledge and capacity of 
staff engaged with clients who do not express any interest in housing or services. The model 
implemented in the City of San Diego specifies that the shelters are to utilize Trauma-Informed Care and 
Motivational Interviewing as a key element of the service model. However, we did not learn of any 
specialized training that any of the TBS staff have received on these topics. As noted above, the staff we 
interviewed seemed to have embraced the model that participation in services is voluntary and all spoke 
of how there is a rich array of services available in the shelters. Yet, many staff expressed frustration that 
clients do not avail themselves of the services that are offered. Some indicated that they felt clients were 
not strongly motivated to engage in any activities that would help them move along the pathway to 
housing or to address other needs such as employment, substance abuse treatment, mental health 
services, etc. Staff largely did not articulate that they understood they had a role to play in helping to 
motivate clients using strategies such as motivational interviewing or delivering services through a 
trauma-informed lens. In the staff survey, about 50% of respondents indicated they would benefit from 
additional training, citing specifically: trauma-informed care, motivational interviewing, de-escalation, 
CPR training, conflict resolution, communication, and staff-client interaction. 
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b. Diversion from Shelter When Possible 

The model implemented in the City of San Diego mentions that shelters are expected to utilize shelter 
diversion strategies. However, based on our information gathering, there do not appear to be any 
systematic efforts to implement diversion practices for all clients upon intake to determine if they have 
other options and prevent entry to shelter. None of the three shelters have specific policies or 
procedures requiring a diversion conversation or assessment take place prior to admitting a client into 
shelter. In our conversations with providers, we learned that there are some informal efforts made to 
engage clients in a discussion about housing alternatives at the time they enter shelter, but this does not 
happen consistently or in any sort of structured way. Staff have not received any specialized training in 
diversion. 

Data from communities that have invested in shelter diversion suggests this strategy is particularly 
effective for unstably housed households that have not yet lost their current housing situation yet are 
seeking shelter to prevent becoming homeless. In many cases, these shared living situations can be 
preserved through a range of interventions (e.g., mediation, one-time financial assistance). The clients 
entering the TBS mostly are not housed and some have been unsheltered for a significant time. While 
diversion can be successful with people who are already living outside and seeking shelter, it is not yet a 
common system-level practice, since it is more difficult to help people find a housing situation once they 
are already homeless. 

Even given this constraint, data from the TBS suggests that there are a portion of residents for whom a 
diversion strategy could be successful. Of those who have been served to date, 68% are not yet 
chronically homeless, 38% do not report having any disability, and 39% have some sort of income. There 
are 27% who have a VI-SPDAT score under 5, which indicates their housing barriers and vulnerability are 
relatively low and they would have a lower priority for a rapid re-housing referral (those scoring 4-5) or 
would not qualify for any intervention (those scoring 3 and under). This group would be candidates for a 
diversion strategy. Even if they could not be housed immediately upon presenting to shelter, a diversion 
practice could help them secure housing relatively quickly and ensure their shelters stay are very short 
and exit to permanent housing is high.  

c. Shelter as Pathway to Housing: Creating a Housing-Focused Service Model 

One of the key aspects of the bridge shelter model implemented in the City of San Diego is the plan that 
clients will receive support to secure housing upon exit. In our assessment of the program, we focused 
attention on this objective because ensuring that the shelters are maximizing the flow of people from 
homelessness to housing is critical if the community is to begin reducing homelessness. 

i. Rate of Exit to Permanent Housing 

The Bridge Shelter model implemented in the City of San Diego and the contracts with providers set a 
goal that 65% of clients will secure permanent housing upon exit. “Permanent Housing exits” are defined 
by HUD to include both subsidized and unsubsidized housing, as well as staying on a permanent basis 
with friends or family.  
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Focus Strategies analyzed data on all exits from the three TBS through the end of March 2018. This data is 
presented in the table below. Since some clients entered and exited more than once, this is not 
unduplicated data. 

We found that the rate of exit to permanent housing as of March 31, 2018 was 8%. And the rate of exit 
with a housing subsidy was 5%, which suggests only 5% of clients were housed by way of a referral 
through CES to rapid rehousing or permanent supportive housing during the analysis period. 

Our analysis shows that about 35% of exits are to unsheltered situations (street, encampment, vehicle) 
and there is no known destination data for 48% of the exits. Clients with unknown exit destinations are 
people who leave without any notice or communication to shelter staff, so it is difficult to know where 
they have gone. 

Table 5: Exit Destination of Clients Served in TBS 

Exit Destination # of Exits % of Exits 
Permanent Housing 105 8% 

Permanent Housing (subsidy) 66 5% 
Permanent Housing (no subsidy, family, friends) 39 3% 

Transitional Housing 18 1% 

Temporary Housing (family, friends, hotel/motel no voucher) 20 1% 

Institution 56 4% 

Homeless 514 36% 

ES 21 1% 
Unsheltered 493 35% 

Other/Deceased 24 2% 

Unknown Destination 672 48% 

TOTAL EXITS 1,409 100% 

 
SDHC has also defined another category of successful exits called “other long term housing” that includes 
transitional housing, staying temporarily with friends or family, foster care, substance abuse or detox 
facility, or long-term care facility. While these exits do not count towards the 65% exit to permanent 
housing goal, they are still viewed as successful results.  The table below shows exit destinations broken 
out into permanent housing, “other long term housing” as defined by SDHC and other destinations. This 
shows that 3% of clients exited to other successful destinations during the analysis period. 

Table 6: Exit Destination of Clients Served in TBS Using SDHC Exit Destination Categories 

Exit Destination # of Exits % of Exits1 
Permanent Housing 105 8% 

Long Term Housing (transitional housing, staying with friends/family, safe 
haven, foster care, substance abuse or detox facility, long-term care 
nursing facility)  45 3% 

                                                           
1 Total adds to 101% due to rounding of values. 
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Exit Destination # of Exits % of Exits1 
Other (deceased, emergency shelter, psychiatric hospital, jail, hotel no 
voucher, unsheltered location) 587 42% 

Unknown 672 48% 

 
Our assessment identified several factors that appear to be contributing to the relatively low rate of exit 
to permanent housing, which we explore in detail below. We also note that high rate of unknown exit 
destinations makes it difficult to measure with certainty the exact rate of exit to permanent housing.  

ii. Using the Coordinated Entry System (CES) to Leverage Housing Exits 

As previously noted, the model for the TBS was designed with the plan that most clients entering the TBS 
would be connected to a housing program through the CES, which is operated by the RTFH in compliance 
with HUD requirements. Through CES, the San Diego community has established a standardized system 
for assessment, prioritization, matching, and referral of people experiencing homelessness to available 
rapid rehousing and permanent supportive housing programs.  

In planning for launch of the TBS, a prioritization system was established in which clients who have been 
“matched” to a housing program by RTFH would receive first priority (Priority Level 1) for access to the 
TBS. Clients who are “matched” have been assessed as needing a particular housing intervention (either 
rapid re-housing or permanent supportive housing), have completed the paperwork needed for a referral 
to a program, and have been referred by RTFH to a housing program provider. The strategy was that 
these clients would be identified through lists generated by RTFH, move into the TBS through the work of 
outreach teams, and then would be able to rapidly exit the shelters since they had already been referred 
for enrollment in rapid rehousing or permanent supportive housing. Clients at other stages of the CES 
process would have lower priority for TBS access as follows: Priority Level 2: clients who have completed 
and submitted all CES paperwork (“match ready”) and waiting to be matched to a housing program; 
Priority Level 3: clients who have completed the CES assessment (VI-SPDAT) and working with a Navigator 
to complete needed paperwork for a match; and Priority Level 4: clients who have completed the 
assessment (VI-SPDAT). 

The table below shows the Priority Levels of clients as they entered the TBS and their most recently 
updated Priority Levels. As clients stay in the shelter, they typically work with a Navigator to complete 
paperwork, resulting in their Priority Status changing during their shelter stay. As time progressed, more 
clients were assigned a priority level (missing data decreased), and clients moved up in their priority level 
as Housing Navigators were supporting clients in becoming “match ready.” 

Table 7: Priority Level of Clients Served in TBS 

Priority Level 
Initial Most Recent 

# of Clients % of Clients # of Clients % of Clients 
1 99 6% 127 8% 
2 356 23% 433 28% 
3 151 10% 160 10% 
4 883 57% 785 51% 
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Priority Level 
Initial Most Recent 

# of Clients % of Clients # of Clients % of Clients 
Missing 50 3% 34 2% 

 
This data shows that original intent of having most TBS clients be in Priority Level (PL) 1 has not been 
realized. Only 6% of clients were PL1 upon entry. This increased slightly to 8% over time but is still much 
lower than planned. Almost half the clients who have been served in the TBS thus far are Priority Level 4, 
which means that they have only completed the first step of the coordinated entry process. 

The explanation for why so few PL1 people have been served is complex. In the initial launch of the TBS, 
the RTFH generated a list of over 700 people who were in Priority 1 Status. This meant they had been 
assessed, had submitted required paperwork, and had been matched and referred to a housing program 
(either rapid re-housing or permanent supportive housing). The original plan was for the outreach 
workers from the shelters to locate these households, support them to enter shelter, and then have the 
shelter’s housing navigators work to ensure they were connected to their assigned housing program. The 
housing program would then enroll the clients and assist them to locate a housing unit that would accept 
their subsidy. 

During the initial months of the TBS implementation, it became clear that many of the people on the 
initial list of Priority 1 clients either could not be located, had left the immediate vicinity of San Diego, or 
were already housed. That the lists did not yield many potential shelter clients is not surprising, given how 
the CES system works. There is typically some significant time that elapses between when a client is 
assessed with the VI-SPDAT, then completes their paperwork, and finally, is matched to a program. 
During this time, many clients lose contact with the system, yet they are still in the CES queue. Thus, by 
the time they are identified by RTFH for a housing referral, many months may have gone by. These clients 
are “matched” in the sense that their name has been sent to a housing program, but in many cases, can 
no longer be located or have secured other housing solutions.  

During our interviews with stakeholders, we heard that the problem with filling the TBS with people in 
PL1 status was that “the lists were out of date.” This is something of an oversimplification of the issue. 
The design of the CES system is such that there are many “matches” that never result in the client being 
housed. For a client to secure housing through the CES process, a number of critical steps have to 
successfully occur. Once a client has completed the needed assessments and paperwork and then receive 
a referral to a program, the program then must locate the client, the client has to indicate an interest in 
participating in the program, the program has to determine the client is eligible and accept the referral, 
the client has to enroll, and then the client has to successfully complete a housing search. Many clients do 
not make it all the way through this process. 

While the RTFH does not specifically generate reports on how many clients are assessed, referred, and 
housed in a given period, RTFH staff generated some data to help inform this evaluation. Data provided 
by the RTFH to Focus Strategies for the most recent 10-month period (July 2017 to April 2018) show that 
3,939 clients submitted a Match Initiation Form (MIF), meaning they had completed the paperwork 
needed to receive a housing referral. During this same period, 3,261 referrals were made to housing 
programs, and 2,037 referrals were accepted by the housing provider. However, during this same 
timeframe, only about 258 clients whose referral was accepted by a housing provider actually shows a 
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housing move-in date. While, again, this data does not specifically track clients from referral to housing 
entry, it suggests that only a small number of referrals result in the client being housed. 

The above analysis is critical to understanding why the TBS housing outcomes are lower than originally 
anticipated, even given that the shelters had long lists of potential clients to start from. While the 
planning process was focused on identifying how many clients had been matched to a housing program, it 
seems a more critical questions was overlooked: how many of the “matched” clients can realistically be 

housed through CE in a given time? Answering this question is outside the scope of this evaluation since it 
would involve a deep dive into Coordinated Entry data and processes steps. To make an accurate 
estimate about how many clients should be expected to exit the TBS with a housing subsidy secured 
through CES requires asking about more than just how many clients have a housing “match.” It requires 
investigating the rate of “flow” of clients from CES into housing, and from there, making an estimate of 
how many successful housing placements can be made from the TBS in a given month or other identified 
time period. The answer to these questions will depend on several factors: the size of the overall housing 
inventory that is accepting CES referrals, the average number of vacancies available in a given month, and 
how many referrals, on average, result in a successful housing entry. Another critical question is whether 
there are efficiencies that can be created in the CE process to improve the rate of housing entry, or 
whether the rate of housing entry is limited by the available inventory of housing program vacancies and 
housing units in the community. 

iii. Availability of Housing-Focused Services in the TBS 

Effective housing-focused shelters generally have dedicated staff who are responsible for working with 
each client to develop and implement a housing plan. In the TBS model developed by the City, each 
shelter was funded for Housing Navigator positions to assist clients to access housing. All three of the TBS 
programs have Housing Navigators on staff. Housing Navigators generally are responsible for assisting 
clients to secure housing. However, in reviewing the Navigator job descriptions and talking with the 
Navigators, it appears that the primary function of these positions is to help clients prepare the 
paperwork they need to be matched to housing through CES and to coordinate with the housing program 
they have been matched to. Although SDHC’s intent was that these positions would be responsible for 
helping clients access housing through a variety of means, their actual responsibilities on the ground are 
narrower than one would expect from a Housing Specialist, Housing Locators, or Housing Case Manager. 
Housing Case Managers typically are responsible for developing a housing plan with every client and 
working with clients to identify possible housing solutions, which could include a range of possibilities 
outside the CES pathway. Housing Locators conduct housing searches on behalf of clients. In our 
interviews with shelter staff, we learned that some are informally playing some of these roles and doing 
what they can to help clients identify housing options, however they were doing so outside their regular 
job responsibilities. Several staff indicated that they had not been provided any training in housing 
location and did not really know how to help clients search for housing. Many expressed that their role 
was to provide support for clients while they waited for their housing placement through CES. (We should 
note that Father Joe’s has recently transformed some of their Housing Navigator positions to be more 
general Housing Locators, but this is not the case at the other two shelters). 

It seems that in developing the original model with the strong focus on targeting clients already matched 
to a housing program, an opportunity was missed to think about other ways that the bridge shelters could 
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help clients secure housing. As noted above in the section on diversion, a significant number of shelter 
clients appear to have relatively lower barriers to housing (lower VI-SPDAT scores, not chronically 
homeless) and could benefit from a problem-solving approach to securing housing without a subsidy. 
Clients could also be assisted to access supportive and affordable housing resources that are not part of 
the CES system, or to exit to other types of situations (transitional housing, residential treatment, 
temporary situations with friends or family). Each client who enters the TBS should be engaged in 
developing a housing plan. 

iv. Staff and Client Expectations About Housing 

In a housing-focused shelter, there exists a norm and culture that the purpose of shelter is to help people 
get housed. It is a place people go to get housed. Our assessment shows that this type of culture is 
beginning to be created at the TBS but needs to become more robust. In talking with staff, it seems clear 
they understand that the intent of the shelters is for people to secure housing, but the mechanism for 
that to happen is perceived as being external to the shelter itself and dependent on the CES and the 
housing program partners providing the housing exits. We did not hear from staff that they understand 
that their work is to house people, but rather to support them while they wait for housing.  

In talking with clients and hearing staff’s perceptions of the clients, it appears that there is a range of 
expectations in relation to housing. Some clients have entered the shelter with the belief that they will 
receive a housing subsidy and express their intention to stay until they receive housing. Others do not 
perceive a difference between the TBS and regular shelter and are not expecting anything other than a 
safe place to sleep and receive some basic services. Two of the three Sprung Structures (Alpha and VVSD) 
are located on sites that have historically been used for temporary winter shelter. Some clients do not see 
the TBS as something different than was there before – they just know that “the shelter is open.” It 
appears that from the client perspective, there is still some way to go before these programs are 
understood as housing-focused shelter where clients receive a range of assistance to develop and 
execute a housing plan. 

v. Shelter Stays and Shelter Use Patterns 

Focus Strategies examined data on lengths of stay and numbers of stays to explore what it could tell us 
about the TBS model.  However, given that the shelters have only been open for a few months, there are 
limited conclusions that can be drawn from the patterns of shelter stays. Further analysis of TBS shelter 
use patterns will likely be more valuable after the programs have had a year to operate. Below we 
summarize a few key data points on shelter stays. 

Of the 1,539 unique clients served in the TBS in the period through March 31, 2018: 

• 506 (33%) entered and have not yet exited 
• 726 (47%) entered and exited just one time 
• 307 (20%) entered and exited multiple times 

 
The data we analyzed shows that there were 1,409 exits during the analysis period, including households 
with more than one exit. Of these, 585 had stays of less than 7 days and 269 had stays of 8 to 14 days. 
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Overall, more than 60% of people who exit are doing so after less than 2 weeks. And, as previously noted, 
the majority are exiting to homelessness or unknown destinations. This usage patterns suggests that 
there are a lot of clients who are using the shelters in much the same way they might access seasonal or 
night-to-night shelter – as a place to go to get inside briefly before moving on to another location 
(whether back to an unsheltered situation or some sort of temporary housing). However, we would also 
note that this data does not include the stays of the people who have entered but not yet exited, which 
are longer on average than the people who are exiting. People who had not yet exited as of March 31, 
2018 had an average length of stay of 64 days; and 72% had stays of over 30 days. 

Again, we note that it is premature to draw conclusions about patterns of shelter use since this evaluation 
includes only 3 months of usage data. 

Table 8: Length of Stay of Clients Who Have Exited the TBS 

Length of Stay (Days) # of Exits % of Exits 

<7 585 42% 
8-14 269 19% 

15-21 135 10% 
22-30 129 9% 
31-60 182 13% 
61-90 92 7% 
91+ 17 1% 

 

v. Connections to Mainstream Services 

Best practices in effective housing-focused shelters point to having robust housing-related services and 
developing a housing-oriented shelter model. Other supportive services should be offered, particularly 
services that help clients meet basic needs or that they will need to stabilize and exit to housing. While 
services should never be required as a condition of entering or staying in shelter, shelters can also be an 
important means for mainstream service providers to find and engage with people who are highly 
vulnerable and less likely to seek out needed services than those who are housed. 

In developing the TBS model, the City of San Diego and SDHC specified that the shelters should provide 
space for service provider partners to provide on-site services and to strive to connect residents with 
needed resources. Our review of program policies, as well as discussions with staff and with partner 
agencies revealed that this is an area of strong success. All three shelter locations have strong 
partnerships with agencies that come onto the site to provide a range of services – including connections 
to employment programs, benefits enrollment, U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) services (at the 
VVSD site), as well as health and behavioral health services. The Father Joe’s site for families is co-located 
with their main East Village campus and clients can avail themselves of therapeutic childcare and a range 
of other supports.  

One key area of strength is connections with health services. The County of San Diego Health & Human 
Services Agency (HHSA) and the Family Health Centers of San Diego (FHC), which is the community’s 
Healthcare for the Homeless Provider, both provides a broad range of on-site services at the Alpha 
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Project and VVSD shelter locations (Father Joe’s has their own health clinic). Both HHSA and FHC reported 
that the opening of the TBS has been a huge benefit from their perspective, since it is much easier to 
provide health care to people who are sheltered than when they are unsheltered, and the TBS have 
offered more opportunities for people to come inside. So far, the partnership between FHC and the TBS 
has resulted in around 3,000 client interactions at Alpha’s TBS site, 600 client interactions at VVSD, and 
800 new FHC clients enrolled through the program. Given the recent Hepatitis A outbreak resulting in 
significant public health issues in San Diego, all three shelters have made strong efforts to ensure 
residents receive Hep A vaccines, and this work has been very successful. 

One area of weakness that was mentioned at several shelters was their limited ability to provide 
transportation assistance to clients to help them access services not available on-site. In particular, clients 
with high vulnerabilities and health issues cannot navigate the public transit system and the shelters do 
not have any consistent access to a source of funds or resource to provide transportation when it is 
needed. This appears to be a significant gap. 

d. Use of Data for Continuous Quality Improvement 

Based on our assessment, it appears that the City of San Diego and SDHC have established a strong 
expectation that data will be collected and analyzed to understand how well the program is performing 
and to provide the information needed to continue to improve and refine the model. All the shelters are 
required to enter data into the RTFH’s HMIS system, and SDHC generates regular performance reports. A 
set of performance measures have been established and are being used to track progress. Additionally, 
SDHC has engaged Focus Strategies to conduct this evaluation to provide a third-party view into what is 
working well and what needs improvement. 

During our data analysis, we noted that the data entered into HMIS by the shelter providers appears to be 
complete. We noted few instances of missing data. As noted in the section above, there are a significant 
number of exit destinations that are recorded as “unknown.” The lack of exit destination data for this 
large proportion of residents who have left means the remaining data is difficult to interpret. While it can 
be difficult to know exactly where clients go when they leave the TBS, capturing a known exit destination 
more consistently going forward will allow SDHC to much better understand the effectiveness of the 
model. 

V. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Temporary Bridge Shelters (TBS) are taking the San Diego system in a new direction with the creation 
of additional shelter capacity that is specifically dedicated to helping people move into housing. In 
adopting a Housing First model for the shelters, the City of San Diego and SDHC have aligned this work 
with national best practices. However, our assessment has found that there is still a gap between the 
desired end state – housing-focused shelter in which 65% of clients secure housing upon exit – and the 
current implementation. Below we provide recommendations for the City of San Diego and SDHC to 
consider that will help make this intervention more robust and effective. 
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A. Build-Up Housing-Focused Services and Staffing 

Our assessment found that while a few clients have successfully exited from the TBS by securing a 
housing subsidy through the CES, this is a very small group (5% of all exits as of March 31, 2018). As we 
note, some further analysis is needed to understand the flow of clients from the CES system into housing. 
This data is needed to make an accurate projection of how many clients can realistically be housed from 
the bridge shelters using available rapid re-housing and permanent supportive housing capacity. While 
refinements and improvements to the coordination process between RTFH/CES, the shelters, and housing 
providers may help increase this number (see recommendation C, below), it does not seem realistic to 
assume that 65% of clients will exit with a subsidy given the current rate at which this is happening and 
the inventory of housing programs in the community that are part of the CES system. We strongly 
recommend that SDHC build up the capacity of the TBS to work with clients to identify housing solutions 
as part of the in-house work done at the shelters – not relying entirely on external partners to provide 
these services.  

This work should include: 

• Creating dedicated Housing Case Manager and Housing Locator Positions. This could be done by 
redefining some existing jobs, but likely would require the addition of staff. These positions 
should be responsible for: 

o Providing immediate and practical support to help people identify housing solutions that 
they can implement even if they do not have a housing subsidy – using a diversion or 
housing problem solving model. This can include supporting clients to restore shared 
living situations through mediation and problem solving or set up new shared living 
situations by teaming up with roommates to secure housing, helping with housing 
searches and filling out applications, assisting clients relocate out of San Diego, help with 
getting on waiting lists for available affordable housing, and help with identifying other 
options such as transitional housing, treatment, nursing facility etc.; 

o Developing a housing plan with each client and checking in regularly on progress; and 

o Helping people enroll in housing subsidy programs to which they have been matched 
through CES and assist with housing searches and landlord negotiations, if this is not 
provided by the housing program. 

• Develop a set of policies, procedures, and practices for how staff are expected to work with 
clients on housing and document these in a Housing Manual that includes: script for how to do an 
introductory housing problem-solving or diversion conversation; how to develop a housing plan; 
examples of housing options and resources to search for housing; how to talk with landlords; how 
to support clients to share housing; where to access mediation and legal services; where to 
access deposit and move-in funds, and other relevant topics. 

• Provide training to all staff on housing policies and practices and repeat training at regular 
intervals. 

• Provide all staff robust training on motivational interviewing and trauma-informed care, so that 
they are equipped to work with clients who need significant engagement before they will take 
steps to pursue a housing plan. 

• Ensure staff have access to up-to-date information on housing programs and resources in the 
community, not just those that are filled through CES. 
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• Consider having a small amount of flexible funding available to help clients secure housing (e.g., 
help with portion of a deposit, help to repay a debt or repair damage so clients can move back in 
with a relative, etc.). SDHC currently has a flexible funding pool for landlord engagement and 
assistance, so something along those lines could be developed to provide “light touch” help for 
people to exit from shelter into housing. 

• Ensure that staffing ratios are sufficient that staff are available to develop housing plans with 
each client, and to check in regularly with each client on their housing plan. 

B. Continue Building a Housing-Focused Culture at The Bridge Shelters 

The TBS is a new shelter model and is beginning to drive a culture shift in which shelter is understood as a 
place where people go to work on housing solutions. However, there is more work to be done to fully 
make this shift. Currently, the perception of emergency shelter by people experiencing homelessness in 
the community is largely that shelters are a place to go to be inside and possibly to access some needed 
services. Many clients who access the TBS do not necessarily perceive it as a different type of shelter or a 
place where there are resources and support offered for making and implementing self-directed housing 
plans. Some clients see the TBS as places to go to access permanent housing subsidies, however, only a 
few people can receive these types of housing placements. 

Changing the culture starts with changing what the shelter provider staff understand their role to be in 
relation to helping clients secure housing. The recommendations outlined above for building up housing-
focused services will help advance the needed culture change. Additional suggestions include: 

• Developing clear messaging for clients upon entry that the purpose of the shelter is to help 
people secure housing and that staff are available to work collaboratively with them to identify a 
housing solution; 

• Work with RTFH to develop some more refined messaging and communication for clients about 
CES – including how the process works, what it means to be “match ready” (and that this does 
not guarantee a match will be available in the near term) and the importance of pursuing other 
options. The current messaging needs to shift away from “fill out these forms and then wait for 
housing,” to “let’s figure out how you can get back into housing”; 

• Put up highly visible bulletin boards with housing information and resources; 

• Hold regular drop-in meetings where clients can talk about what they are doing to pursue 
housing and share information and support; and 

• Find ways for non-housing staff (outreach, shelter monitors, security) to help communicate the 
housing message and engage clients to talk about housing as appropriate. 

A related issue that is largely outside the scope of this evaluation is that the TBS do not exist in a vacuum 
but are part of a broader shelter system in the City of San Diego and County-wide. Setting a new norm 
that shelters are places to go to get housed is more difficult if tackled in isolation and just for the TBS. The 
San Diego region has many different types of shelters, ranging from emergency winter shelter and simple 
“mats on the floor” with minimal services to highly service-rich environments where clients have private 
rooms. As long as there is a significant portion of the overall shelter inventory that is not housing-focused 
and clients are cycling from shelter to shelter, it will be more difficult to create a new set of norms just for 
the TBS. The City of San Diego and SDHC should consider thinking about the changes to the TBS in relation 
to the entire system’s shelter inventory and whether there may be strategies to begin building up the 
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capacity of all shelters in San Diego to be more housing-focused and to align to some common objectives 
and practices around providing support for housing solutions to all shelter residents. 

C. Work with RTFH to Identify Strategies to Maximize Access to CES-Connected Housing Programs for 
TBS Residents 

Our evaluation found that currently only about 5% of shelter residents are exiting with a housing subsidy. 
We recommend that SDHC and RTFH work together to determine whether there are steps that can be 
taken to improve the flow of clients from the TBS into rapid rehousing and permanent supportive housing 
through coordinated entry. For example, RTFH and Father Joe’s have recently begun convening a regular 
case conferencing meeting to help match families to vacancies in programs. A similar approach might also 
be beneficial at the other shelters. Talking through what is working well and where there are bottlenecks 
and inefficiencies in the process could help pinpoint some action steps that the TBS and/or RTFH could 
take to fine-tune the CES matching, referral and enrollment process so that not only are more clients 
being matched, but more matches are resulting in clients being housed. We also recommend that SDHC 
and RTFH jointly conduct some data analysis to better understand the CE flow and the rate at which 
housing referrals result in a housing entry. Having this data will be critical for SDHC to make projections 
about how many TBS clients on average can be housed on average through CE. 

 D. Set Reasonable Performance Measures 

Setting and tracking a set of performance measures is essential to being able to assess how the shelters 
are performing. But setting unreasonably ambitious targets only creates frustration and stress on the part 
of providers and can set up false expectations in the community about what the shelters are 
accomplishing. We recommend revisiting the following measures: 

• Rate of Exit to Permanent Housing. As noted, the target of 65% thus far has not been met and 
results to date are fairly low (8% overall rate of exit to PH, 5% exiting with housing subsidy, 3% to 
other longer-term housing). However, the period we measured included the program start-up, 
during which most of the focus was on getting people into the shelters rather than out; and there 
were a lot of start-up and coordination challenges that are typical in any new program. It is likely 
that in another three months, we would see a higher rate of permanent housing exits, though it 
seems unlikely it will hit 65%. Focus Strategies advises setting a lower target, at least for the next 
6 to 12 months, while some of the other recommendations are being implemented to build up 
the shelters’ capacity to help clients secure housing. In many communities a rate of exit from 
emergency shelter to permanent housing of 20% to 30% is typical, even in systems where shelter 
is not strongly housing-oriented. We recommend setting an interim goal of 30%, which is more 
realistic yet still quite a bit higher than current performance. After a year, as new housing services 
are rolled out and the culture of the shelters continues to shift, raise the goal to 50%. These 
targets could also shift based on further analysis of the CES flow and improved projections on the 
rate at which clients who received a referral can be housed. 

• Length of Stay. The current standard is that the average length of stay in TBS should be under 120 
days. All shelters are easily meeting this goal because so many clients are leaving in under 14 
days; however, the vast majority are leaving without permanent housing. A more meaningful 
measure might be to set a target average length of stay for households that secure housing. This 
would give both staff and clients a target amount of time to work on a housing plan and would 
provide a good measure of how efficiently the work of moving people to housing is going. In this 
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case, we would advise a target of 90 to 120 days from program entry to housing exit, on average. 
Some clients might take longer but some will hopefully also be housed quicker than that. We 
recommend setting a target for overall length of stay (regardless of exit destination), but 
currently there is insufficient data to know what that should be. As previously noted, it is slightly 
premature to analyze shelter usage patterns given that the TBS had only been operating for three 
months at the time of our analysis. There are also a lot of unknown exit destinations. Further 
analysis to better understand how long clients are staying, why they leave, and where they go will 
be needed to inform a target average length of stay. We would also note that the current target 
is a recommended average, not a requirement that clients be asked to leave after 120 days. We 
would strongly recommend keeping the no-time-limit policy. 

E. Develop Strategies to Increase Rate of Known Exit Destinations 

It is common for high volume shelters to have large numbers of clients who leave without informing staff 
of their destination, but it is particularly important to have this information so that the impact of 
investments can be analyzed. We recommend that SDHC work with the providers to see if they can 
pinpoint strategies to address this challenge. One solution could be to work with the RTFH HMIS staff and 
identify whether there could be some additional guidance or training given to providers on how to 
complete this data element as completely and accurately as possible. Other strategies could include 
asking people at intake what their housing plan is or where they plan to go as a way to establish 
communication on this topic or going back and updating exit destination data based on later contacts 
with outreach workers or others. 

VI. CONCLUSION

Focus Strategies has assessed the Temporary Bridge Shelter model as implemented by the City of San 
Diego, SDHC and shelter operators. Our evaluation has found some areas of strengths and strong 
alignment with best practices – the shelters are maintaining low barriers to entry, providing client-
centered services, and have provided clients with access to urgently needed health services. The TBS 
have assisted some participants to secure permanent housing. Yet, the original plan of serving clients 
who would be able to swiftly exit shelter through connection to a rapid re-housing or permanent 
supportive housing program has not worked out as originally anticipated. Only a small number of people 
who have entered the TBS are considered “Priority 1” status, meaning they have already been matched 
to a housing program. Many people are entering the TBS who have not yet been connected to a housing 
intervention through Coordinated Entry and there is a long waiting period to receive a referral. Given this 
reality, we advise re-thinking the strategy for how clients in the shelter will be assisted to secure a 
housing exit. We have identified a number of strategies SDHC may consider to bolster the availability of 
housing-focused services and continue to build a housing-oriented shelter culture. Changes and 
refinements to the shelter model will help improve housing outcomes for clients. However, we have also 
identified challenges that relate to the broader system context – including limitations of the Coordinated 
Entry System and lack of a coordinated system-wide plan for shelters. The recommendations in this 
report should be viewed not just as adjustments to the program model but also as suggestions for some 
focused attention on system planning and coordination. Thinking about the TBS through both a program 
lens and a systems lens is critical to ensuring that these programs can effectively contribute to the 
reduction of unsheltered homelessness in San Diego.
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APPENDIX A 
Documents Reviewed for TBS Evaluation 

 
The following is a list of documents reviewed and analyzed by Focus Strategies. These documents were 
provided to Focus Strategies by SDHC staff and staff from the three TBS providers. 
 
A.   General Information and Background – Provided by San Diego Housing Commission 
 
The following is a list of documents transmitted to Focus Strategies from SDHC leadership, which provide 
general information and background about the TBS program. These documents include TBS policies and 
procedures, Annual Performance Reports (APRs), performance reports, and program model information. 
 

1. Final Policies and Procedures for all providers 
2. Annual Performance Reports (APRs) for all providers for periods December 2017 through January 

2018 
3. TBS Performance Outcomes Reports for all providers for periods December 2017 through January 

2018, San Diego Housing Commission (SDHC) 
4. City of San Diego Temporary Bridge Shelter Program Performance Summary (Data as of March 

31, 2018), SDHC 
5. City Bridge Shelter Infographic and Data Documents for all providers and each individual provider, 

January 2018, SDHC 
6. VI-SPDAT Administration Breakdown for all TBS provider in December 2017 and January 2018  
7. Residential Handbook for Father Joe’s TBS, Father Joe’s Villages 
8. San Diego Housing Commission Agreement for Temporary Bridge Shelter for all three providers, 

SDHC 
9. San Diego Housing Commission Request for Proposals (RFP), Housing Navigation Center, Released 

February 2018, SDHC 
10. Temporary Bridge Shelter Program Model Sample, SDHC 

B.   Temporary Bridge Shelter Documents – Provided by TBS Providers 
 
The following documents were transmitted to Focus Strategies by the three TBS providers and provide 
specific information and documentation related to program procedures, operations, services, data entry, 
and staffing. 
 
All Providers 

1. Job Descriptions for TBS Staff Positions, All Providers 
2. TBS Intake Forms, All Providers 
3. Certification of Homelessness Forms, All Providers 
4. Temporary Bridge Shelter Authorization to Exchange Information ROIs, All Providers 

Alpha Project 
5. Bridge Shelter Resident Survey, Alpha Project 
6. Program Policies and Contractual Obligations, Alpha Project 
7. Alpha Project TBS Staff Schedule, Alpha Project 
8. TBS CES Referral Form, Alpha Project 
9. Emergency Contact Form for TBS Residents, Alpha Project 
10. Media Release, Alpha Project 
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Father Joe’s Villages  
11. Father Joe’s Outreach Map, Father Joe’s Villages 
12. Father Joe’s Description of Onsite Services Offered, Father Joe’s Villages 
13. Father Joe’s TBS Program Manual, Father Joe’s Villages 
14. Father Joe’s Villages Temporary Bridge Shelter Acknowledgment of Participation in Services, 

Father Joe’s Villages 
15. Father Joe’s TBS Coordinated Services Organizational Chart, Father Joe’s Villages 
16. TBS Implementation, Father Joe’s Villages 

Veteran’s Village of San Diego (VVSD) 
17. VVSD Temporary Housing Health Screening Tool, Veteran’s Village of San Diego (VVSD) 
18. VVSD Agreement for Assistance Animals, VVSD 
19. VVSD TBS Individual Case Management Notes Form, VVSD 
20. TBS Client Checklist, VVSD 
21. TBS Client Medication List, VVSD 
22. TBS Staffing Plan, VVSD 
23. Incident Report Form, VVSD 
24. Rules and Regulations, VVSD 
25. TBS Resident Grievance Policy, VVSD 
26. Veteran’s Affairs (VA) ROI, VVSD and the VA 

C.  Other Documents  
 
The documents listed below are general documents not specific to the TBS program, which provide 
information on the greater homeless response system context. These documents were provided to Focus 
Strategies by both TBS providers and SDHC leadership.  
 

1. HMIS HUD Exit Form  
2. San Diego County CoC Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) Multiparty 

Authorization to Use and/or Disclose Information, Regional Task Force on the Homeless (RTFH) 
3. Data summaries provided by Family Health Centers of San Diego – numbers of clients served at 

the TBS, numbers of service encounters, other data 
4. Data summary provided by the Regional Task for on the Homeless (RTFH) – summary of CES data 

for the period from July 1, 2017 to April 30, 2018. 
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APPENDIX B 
Housing-Focused Shelter Best Practices Research  

Focus Strategies conducted a review of current, evidence-based practices for operating and managing 
programs that adhere to a housing-focused shelter model. The following document provides an overview 
of our findings, including general literature on best practices and community examples of housing-
focused shelter. This document also includes a list of the key elements of housing-focused shelter 
developed based on our scan of literature and community examples.  
 
General Shelter Best Practices  

• Key Considerations for Implementing Emergency Shelter within an Effective Crisis Response System, 
United States Interagency Council on Homelessness (USICH), August 2017 – This USICH published brief 
lays out the role of emergency shelter in communities’ response to homelessness, as well as “specific 
areas of focus for strengthening the implementation and impact of emergency shelter.” USICH 
identifies these key elements of shelter as ensuring that shelters promote dignity and respect for 
every person; implementing diversion from the homeless response system whenever possible; 
adopting a Housing First approach and implement low barriers to access; and leveraging shelter as a 
platform for housing access. USICH writes, “Emergency shelter should support flow from a housing 
crisis to housing stability, in which the aim of the system is to produce the most rapid and effective 
permanent housing connections for individuals and families facing crises. Unfortunately, many 
communities are facing high numbers of people experiencing unsheltered homelessness—sometimes 
in the form of encampments—as well as the need to address long stays in emergency shelter. This 
can result in limited capacity to provide immediate emergency shelter access to everyone who needs 
it… Addressing flow into and out of shelter is critical to having an effective crisis response system and 
for ensuring that emergency shelters can improve their capacity and to play their role in connecting 
people to housing quickly.” This brief provides key questions for consideration and guidelines for 
communities looking to ensure their emergency shelter is an effective component in the response to 
homelessness. 
 

• Housing Focused Shelter: Thoughts from OrgCode, OrgCode Consulting, Inc., November 2017 – This 
document developed by OrgCode Consulting provides insight into how emergency shelter fits into an 
effective homeless crisis response system, and the need for shelter to be focused on moving people 
into housing and ensuring they do not return to homelessness. The piece discusses the use of 
diversion and housing problem-solving as key strategies to keep people from unnecessarily entering 
shelter – and the homeless system at large – and provides nine specific steps for effective diversion. 
OrgCode describes emergency shelter’s role as “trying to resolve the person’s homelessness while 
meeting their basic needs, not the other way around.” Intentional conversations with clients around 
operationalizing their housing plans should begin on day one in shelter with daily follow-up. The goal 
of these housing-focused conversations should be to develop an implementable plan given available 
resources and circumstances, rather than just having multiple repetitious conversations.  
 
The document also lays out what it means to be a low-barrier shelter with housing-focused 
programming where all staff are responsible for helping clients move towards housing. For example, 
OrgCode suggests that overnight and other staff work to curate housing lists and other housing 
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opportunities to post to an accessible bulletin board within the shelter. OrgCode also suggests that 
shelters do not provide accommodations and/or amenities (i.e. television or cable packages, toys for 
children) that are better than what clients may be able to access once they’ve left shelter and 
entered a permanent housing situation. Guidelines for service delivery is also provided; services 
should be strength-based, trauma-informed, harm reducing, proximate, and conflict reducing.  
https://app.box.com/s/g3ldt4f6ywymeh94myfk9yt5ykh2hala 

• Emergency Shelter Learning Series, The National Alliance to End Homelessness, April 2017 – The 
National Alliance to End Homelessness (NAEH) developed a five-part webinar series, accompanied by 
supporting materials and resources, to help communities improve their shelter strategies and 
outcomes. The following provides a brief summary of each of the five webinar by topic. 
https://endhomelessness.org/resource/emergency-shelter/ 
 

1. The Role of Emergency Shelter in the Crisis Response System – In this webinar, NAEH presents 
common elements and strategies of high-performing emergency shelters based on shelter 
staff interviews and performance data analysis from shelters across the country. Their 
research found that amongst high-performing shelters, clients’ stays were brief and 
households did not return to shelter. Data suggests that long stays in shelter can be 
attributed to system-level decisions, rather than family characters, and many households are 
capable of successfully exiting to permanent housing with light-touch, short-term assistance. 
The webinar also discusses the role of emergency shelter within the greater homeless system 
as providing a response to households’ crises. Emergency shelter should provide immediate, 
low-barrier access to shelter for those who need it and work to connect clients to housing as 
quickly as possible. NAEH also provides a self-assessment to help communities understand 
how their emergency shelter programs’ policies, procedures, and operations. 
https://endhomelessness.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Emergency-Shelter-Role-of-
Shelter_Webpage.pdf 

 
2. The Keys to Effective Low Barrier Shelter – NAEH has developed five keys to operating an 

effective, low-barrier shelter: a housing first approach; safe and appropriate diversion 
activities; immediate and low-barrier access; housing-focused, rapid exit services; and data to 
measure performance. These guidelines are explained in detail in an accompanying 
document posted to the site, which includes examples of appropriate shelter performance 
measures and outcomes. In this webinar, NAEH recommends evaluating shelter performance 
using outcome measures and provides a tool for doing so on the site. 
https://endhomelessness.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/ES-Webinar-2-Keys-to-Effective-
Low-barrier-Shelter_Webpage.pdf 

 
3. How to Transition Your Emergency Shelter to a Low-Barrier and Housing-Focused Shelter 

Model – This webinar brings in the expertise of panelists from LA Family Housing, Crossroads 
Rhode Island, and Friends in Service to Humanity (FISH) from Connecticut to discuss how to 
transition emergency shelter to a lower-barrier, more housing-focused model. NAEH provides 
resources for evaluating shelter rules by reviewing shelter policies, procedures, handbooks, 
and other materials. 
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https://endhomelessness.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/How-to-Transition-Your-
Emergency-Shelter-to-a-Low-Barrier-and-Housing-Focused-Shelter-Model-_Webpage.pdf 
 

4. Which Rules are the Right Rules for Low-Barrier Emergency Shelters? Part 1: Safely Serving 
Families and Survivors of Domestic Violence and Part II: Serving Single Adults in Congregate 
Settings – The two-part webinar series focuses on retooling shelter rules for programs serving 
families and domestic violence survivors, then single adults to ensure shelters are low-barrier 
and prioritize safety. One central theme of the webinar is how to make the shift from rules to 
expectations for clients to promote safety, rather than to change or control people’s 
behaviors. Panelists include representatives from NAEH’s Center for Capacity Building, 
Salvation Army of Charlotte, NC, and Washington State Coalition Against DV, who share 
example shelter rules/expectations. 
https://endhomelessness.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Emergency-Shelter-Series-
Rules_Webpage.pdf 
https://endhomelessness.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Emergency-Shelter-Webinar-
Which-Rules-Are-the-Right-Rules-Part-II-Nov-9-Final.pptx 
 

5. Frequently Asked Questions for Low-Barrier Shelters – The final webinar in the series discusses 
common questions about transitioning to low-barrier, housing-focused shelter. 
https://endhomelessness.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/Emergency-Shelter-Learning-
Series-Webinar-Frequently-Asked-Questions.pdf 
 

Community Examples 

• LA Family Housing (LAFH) – LA Family Housing, based in Los Angeles, provides services focused on 
housing placements and long-term housing stability to families, children, and chronically homeless 
adults. LAFH also provides “bridge housing,” previously called shelter by the organization, which 
provides “temporary housing solution for individuals and families as they work with case managers to 
move into permanent housing.” LAFH’s model is focused on housing placement services that connect 
households to appropriate housing resources. In addition to a short-term place to stay while in crisis, 
households can access client-centered services including employment counseling, medical and 
mental healthcare, financial literacy programming, recovery services, transportation, parenting 
services, and educational assistance via several on-site service partners. 
https://lafh.org/ 
 

• Crossroads Rhode Island – Crossroads Rhode Island offers multiple shelters for families, single adults, 
and couples experiencing homelessness with the goal of helping households move “into permanent, 
stable housing as quickly as possible.” Available services are focused on regular case management 
and helping families obtain housing as quickly as possible. Crossroads’ shelter model is based on 
shorter shelter stays and prioritizing housing based on need.  
http://www.crossroadsri.org/ 
 
 

Temporary Bridge Shelter Evaluation   |   Prepared for the San Diego Housing Commission by Focus Strategies   |   June 2018   |   Page 31 of 73

https://endhomelessness.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/How-to-Transition-Your-Emergency-Shelter-to-a-Low-Barrier-and-Housing-Focused-Shelter-Model-_Webpage.pdf
https://endhomelessness.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/How-to-Transition-Your-Emergency-Shelter-to-a-Low-Barrier-and-Housing-Focused-Shelter-Model-_Webpage.pdf
https://endhomelessness.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Emergency-Shelter-Series-Rules_Webpage.pdf
https://endhomelessness.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Emergency-Shelter-Series-Rules_Webpage.pdf
https://endhomelessness.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Emergency-Shelter-Webinar-Which-Rules-Are-the-Right-Rules-Part-II-Nov-9-Final.pptx
https://endhomelessness.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Emergency-Shelter-Webinar-Which-Rules-Are-the-Right-Rules-Part-II-Nov-9-Final.pptx
https://endhomelessness.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/Emergency-Shelter-Learning-Series-Webinar-Frequently-Asked-Questions.pdf
https://endhomelessness.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/Emergency-Shelter-Learning-Series-Webinar-Frequently-Asked-Questions.pdf
https://lafh.org/
http://www.crossroadsri.org/


• Friends in Service to Humanity of Northwest CT (FISH NWCT) – FISH provides emergency shelter for 
single individuals, families, and Veterans with the mission of providing “most basic of human needs – 
food, shelter, and hope.” FISH strives to move shelter residents to appropriate, affordable housing as 
quickly as possible, and promote housing and job resources for residents. FISH also offers weekly GED 
programs in the shelter and holds weekly meetings with residents about mental health needs. 
http://www.fishnwct.org/ 
 

• San Francisco Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing Navigation Centers – In March 
2015, San Francisco opened its first Navigation Center aimed at serving highly vulnerable people 
experiencing long-term homelessness who were hardest to engage in traditional shelter or other 
supportive services. San Francisco DHSH has since expanded to four centers throughout the city, 
which provide shelter and intensive, housing-focused case management to assist households attain 
income, public benefits, health services, and housing. The Navigation Centers are low-barrier and will 
accept people with partners, pets, and possessions, rather than allowing these factors to keep people 
from entering shelter. Access to the centers is determined by DHSH, coordinated with Encampment 
Resolution Team and the Coordinated Entry System; the centers do not accept external referrals or 
drop-ins. As of January 2017, the centers have served over 1150 highly vulnerable people, with 72% 
of these clients exiting to permanent housing locations. 
http://hsh.sfgov.org/services/emergencyshelter/navigation-centers/ 
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APPENDIX C 
Checklist of TBS Alignment with Best Practices 

 
The table below presents the recommended best practices for housing-focused shelters and indicates 
how aligned the TBS model and implementation are with these practices. This assessment is based on 
Focus Strategies review of SDHC’s contracts with the TBS providers, the providers’ written policies and 
procedures, interviews and focus groups with staff and clients, site visits, and staff survey data. This table 
focuses on the overall design of the TBS model as developed by the City of San Diego and SDHC and its 
overall implementation across the three shelters. It does not differentiate among the three shelters. To 
the extent there are identified issues with a specific shelter in relation to a specific practice, this will be 
addressed in individualized action plans for each shelter. 
 
Key: 
1 = TBS policies and procedures are strongly aligned with best practices 
2 = TBS policies and procedures are partially aligned with best practices 
3 = TBS policies and procedures are not aligned with best practices 
4 = Information not available 
 

Recommended Best Practice 

Alignment 
of TBS 

Policies & 
Practices 

Notes 

Eligibility Criteria 
Payment of rent or fees not required 1 

Shelter policies reflect low barriers 
to entry; practices are aligned with 
the policies 

Income or ability to be employed not required 1 
Sobriety not required 1 
Drug treatment service participation required 1 
Mental health treatment not required 1 
Religious service participation not required 1 
Referral and Screening Process; Connections to CE 
Initial intake includes screening to determine 
whether clients are literally homeless (unsheltered, 
living in shelter) or at imminent risk of 
homelessness 

1 

Information on current living 
situation collected at entry; clients 
must meet federal homeless 
definition. 

Clients are connected to CES (standardized 
assessment conducted either prior to shelter entry 
or during shelter stay) 

1 VI-SPDAT assessment conducted 
prior to shelter entry or after entry 

Shelter Diversion 
Shelter diversion strategies employed at shelter 
intake 3 

Shelter policies mention diversion 
but there is no formalized diversion 
practiced; no diversion training 
provided to staff 

Problem solving to find housing solutions continue 
after clients enter the shelter 3 

Staff are trained in diversion practices 3 
Shelter program has flexible funds available to help 
clients implement identify housing solutions 3 
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Recommended Best Practice 

Alignment 
of TBS 

Policies & 
Practices 

Notes 

Program Rules 
Rules/expectations are used to promote safety, not 
change people or control behavior 1 

Rules generally are safety-oriented 
Rules are designed to minimize barriers to 
participation 1 

Shelter allows the “3Ps” (partners, pets, 
possessions) 2 

Men and women have separated 
sections at Alpha & VVSD; pets 
allowed only at Alpha (service 
animals at VVSD) 

Shelter employs a harm reduction model 1 Policies are aligned with harm 
reduction 

Shelter is open 24/7; clients can access shelter 
during the day 1 Shelters are open during the day 

Service participation is voluntary; Motivational 
Interviewing and other strategies are used to 
engage clients in services 

2 Services are mostly voluntary; MI is 
used but additional training needed 

Housing Focused-Services 

Shelter provides housing-focused case 
management 2 

All shelters have Housing 
Navigators (HN) that have housing-
related responsibilities, but are not 
housing case managers 

Case managers engage clients to create and 
operationalize a housing plan upon entry 2 

HNs are assigned at entry or shortly 
thereafter; housing plans not 
created immediately or for all 
clients 

Case managers meet regularly with clients to 
discuss progress on housing plan 2 HNs meet regularly with clients on 

their case loads 

Shelter provides housing location/housing search 
services 2 

HNs provide some housing 
search/location but this is not an 
official job responsibility at all 
shelters 

Shelter provides housing navigation services (help 
to assemble documents needed for a housing 
referral through CES) 

1 All shelters provide HN to help 
clients navigate the CE process 

Shelter provides practical information to support 
client housing search (internet access, housing 
listings, help with applications, roommate 
matching, etc.) 

2 Some informal assistance provided 
on a client-by-client basis. 

Shelter employs housing-focused messaging 2 

Messaging to clients is that they will 
be matched to housing through 
CE/external partners; not that 
shelter will help them find a 
housing solution 
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Recommended Best Practice 

Alignment 
of TBS 

Policies & 
Practices 

Notes 

Mainstream Service Linkages   
Mainstream systems and services have staff co-
located at the shelter to provide residents will 
needed services (e.g. public benefits, health care, 
behavioral health services) 

1 

Many partners are co-located, 
including VA, HHSA, FHC. For Father 
Joes, residents can connect to 
services available on the campus. 

Shelter staff coordinate/provide residents with 
referrals and linkages to mainstream systems and 
services as needed. 

1 
Shelter staff provide information, 
referrals and linkages to services in 
the community.  

Client Health and Safety 

Shelter provides Trauma-Informed Care 4 
TIC is mentioned in shelter policies; 
evaluation did not assess whether 
TIC is practiced with fidelity 

Meals are provided on site 1 All shelters provide 2 or 3 meals a 
day 

Facility is ADA-compliant 4 Evaluation did not include 
assessment of ADA compliance 

Restrooms and showers are provided on-site 1 
All shelters have restrooms and 
showers 

Laundry facilities are provided on site 1 All shelters have laundry 

Residents have access to phones 2 Residents mostly have cell phones; 
charging stations provided 

Shelter provides janitorial and routine 
maintenance; facility is clean 

1 

Facilities appeared clean and safe 
during site visit; evaluation did not 
include any assessment of 
compliance with health and safety 
codes 

Communicable disease testing & vaccination 
(including Hepatitis A) available on site 

1 Provided at all sites by County 
HHSA 

24-hour security is provided 1 All sites have 24-hour security staff 
Secure entry/exit is monitored by staff 1 All sites have secure entry and exit. 
Resident Involvement 
Residents are involved in shelter governance 3 Shelters do not have resident 

boards or other resident 
governance bodies Residents have input into development of policies 3 

Community Input 

Shelter has a process to solicit community input & 
respond to community concerns 1 

All shelters have community Point 
of Contact and policies for 
addressing community concerns 

Staffing 
24-hour residential services/staffing is provided 1 24-hour staffing is provided 

Services staff receive training in MI, TIC, Harm 
Reduction 2 

Staff receive some training on these 
topics, but more training is 
indicated. Specific training 
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Recommended Best Practice 

Alignment 
of TBS 

Policies & 
Practices 

Notes 

recommendations will be made in 
each shelter’s action plan. 

Data Entry and Analysis 
Staff perform timely and accurate HMIS data entry  1 Data entry appears accurate and 

timely Data entry staff receive appropriate training 1 
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APPENDIX D 
TBS Stakeholder Input Summary 

As part of our efforts to evaluate the Temporary Bridge Shelter (TBS) program in the City of San Diego, 
Focus Strategies gathered and analyzed stakeholder input about the three TBS sites, including their 
management, day-to-day operations, strengths, and challenges. This input collection process included 
four main components:  

1. Program management interviews: In April 2018, Focus Strategies conducted over-the-phone 
interviews with program management from each of the provider agencies to gather information 
around background and context, program components and logistics, services offered, and 
program strengths and challenges. 

2. In-person site visits and focus groups with program staff: On April 12th and 13th, 2018, Focus 
Strategies toured the three TBS structures and conducted focus groups with site staff from each 
of the three provider agencies. The goal of these focus groups was to understand areas staff 
perceive as working well, areas that could be improved, and other information about day-to-day 
operations at the three shelters.  

3. Other stakeholder interviews: In addition to program management interviews, Focus Strategies 
also conducted interviews with representatives from other stakeholders to gain perspective on 
the connections between the TBS and the broader homeless and mainstream service systems. 

Focus Strategies worked with TBS program management to distribute and collect surveys to on-site staff. 
The purpose of the survey was to help Focus Strategies further understand operations, strengths, and 
challenges of the three TBS sites, as well as gather input from program staff who were unable to 
participate in the on-site focus groups. Results of the surveys are presented in Appendix E. 

The following sections summarize the input we heard from the various stakeholder groups about the TBS 
program’s accomplishments, strengths, and challenges thus far.  

I.   Program Management Interviews 

In early April 2018, Focus Strategies conducted interviews with program management from the three 
provider agencies charged with operating the TBS program. The following sections provide a high-level 
summary of the information and input collected during Focus Strategies’ interviews with Alpha Project, 
Father Joe’s Village, and Veterans Village of San Diego (VVSD) TBS program management. The summary is 
organized by key program elements and topics presented during the interviews, as well as key strengths 
and challenges of the program. 

Program Background 

During interviews with program management from Alpha Project, VVSD, and Father Joe’s Villages, all 
three agencies said that their missions, backgrounds, experience, and populations served aligned with 
those of the TBS program, thus making them a natural fit to operate the Sprung Structures. Additionally, 
two providers mentioned having experience managing and operating similar temporary seasonable 
emergency shelter in the past. Both Alpha Project and VVSD operated these temporary shelters in the 
same physical spaces where the TBS structures are now located. Program management mentioned that 
their TBS shelters have some similarities to the temporary seasonal shelter operated in the past in terms 

Temporary Bridge Shelter Evaluation   |   Prepared for the San Diego Housing Commission by Focus Strategies   |   June 2018   |   Page 37 of 73



of location and layout, however is much larger in scale and serves more people. The providers also noted 
that the TBS have more rich services compared to the seasonal shelters and a greater focus on housing. 
“Compared to past [temporary] shelters, [the TBS] is a little more intense in terms of housing navigation 
and case management,” one program manager said. “Our shelter in past was very traditional emergency 
shelter where people were just coming to get off the street – this [TBS] is much more integrated and 
housing focused.”  

Access, Intake, and Screening 

Program management was asked about how clients access the TBS program, as well as what triage, 
screening, and other intake steps are conducted. Program management said that people experiencing 
homelessness can access the shelter via the Coordinated Entry System (CES), connection to the outreach 
workers, referrals from outside programs, as well as walk-ups (if beds are available). Originally, providers 
attempted to work exclusively from the Coordinated Entry list, which is ordered by priority status and bed 
type available, however many of the people at the top of the list (with higher priority levels) were unable 
to be reached. “When we were working from a CE list, we would have open beds every day,” a program 
manager said. Now, the programs fill beds on a case-by-case basis. For example, program management 
from Alpha Project said that first, staff try to fill beds with high-priority clients through CES; next, through 
referral from outside agencies and outreach programs; finally, open beds are filled are assigned on a first-
come-first-serve basis via walk-ups. VVSD, on the other hand, has regularly been unable to fill all beds in 
the TBS and thus allows walk-ups, so long as people meet eligible criteria (Veteran status and literally 
homeless). Program management also said that if the program is at capacity and people are waiting to get 
in, staff will refer out to other shelters in the system (i.e. the San Diego Rescue Mission, family shelters).  

During intake, clients complete an initial assessment and the VI-SPDAT to determine their priority score 
and level of vulnerability/need. Some providers are attempting diversion with clients at enrollment, 
however, these activities are minimal and “often not successful because a majority of people are 
chronically homeless, and a lot of diversion options are no longer available.” Father Joe’s is currently 
working alongside the Regional Task Force on the Homeless (RTFH) to expand and develop more 
diversion programming.    

Population Served 

Across the board, the three TBS providers reported serving a diverse population of clients. All providers 
said that many TBS residents are familiar faces – whether they be past residents of other emergency 
shelters or clients of other programs/services offered by the providers. VVSD reported a high percentage 
of clients over the age of 55, who are often Vietnam-era Veterans and have high barriers to housing (i.e. 
health and mental health issues). Alpha Project reported a mixed population of people who are 
chronically homeless and newly homeless, ranging in age from transition aged youth (TAY) to 60 years 
and older. Meanwhile, Father Joe’s TBS for families and single women has seen a greater number of 
infants and babies than expected; Father Joe’s also mentioned that mixing families and single adult 
women is not always an appropriate fit.  

Program Model and Connection to Housing  

During our interviews with program management, we heard from all three agencies that housing 
placements have not occurred at the expected rate. Because of issues upfront with outdated data, lower-
than-expected rates of high-priority level clients entering the TBS, and difficulty contacting these clients, 
exits to subsidized permanent housing have been low. According to providers, the lack of housing 
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inventory within the system and assistance from the CES and outside providers that have been matched 
to clients via CES to make housing placements have also prevented providers from achieving the 65% 
permanent housing exit rate.  

As mentioned, all three TBS providers accept clients via the Coordinated Entry System, however, have 
faced difficulty given that many clients at the top of the priority list) have been difficult to find and 
contact. Some TBS providers felt that expectations about the connection between CE and the TBS 
program were misaligned. The model for which SDHC has contracted assumed that a significant number 
of clients could be housed through CES, but this has not materialized. There was an expectation that most 
of the clients would be “matched” to a housing resource upon entry (Priority Level 1) but few of those 
clients could be located so instead many clients are entering who are just starting the CES process. The 
providers generally articulated feeling frustrated that the housing resources that have been made 
available for the shelter clients have been used far less than they expected. 

In terms of program models and approaches, the three TBS providers seem to differ slightly. VVSD 
reported seeing a split in terms of people’s openness and/or willingness to find housing looking for 
housing. People who are “on track” to a housing placement (through SSVF or HUD VASH) are assigned a 
housing navigator to get document ready and work towards a housing placement; the remaining clients 
who are less interested in housing are assigned a case manager to set “self-improvement goals” and “get 
more housing ready.” VVSD’s housing navigators also work with clients to look for available housing 
options online. Alpha Project reported “running two programs in one program,” emergency shelter and 
bridge shelter. Like VVSD’s TBS, some people access Alpha’s TBS just for the emergency shelter 
component, not the housing aspect; while others are interested in finding a housing solution. Alpha 
attempts to connect all clients to a Navigator within 48 hours of intake, but not all the clients will engage 
with the Navigator and some leave before the 48 hours are up.  Father Joe’s reported that all clients are 
connected to a program housing navigator, even if they’re already connected to an external navigator 
through the system. Father Joe’s is actively working on “ramping up housing navigation capacity and 
switching some housing navigators to housing search.” “The system doesn’t have enough housing in it 
and we really need to message to clients that they need to be looking for their own housing.” 

Services 

Program management spoke about the array of services offered at each of the three TBS sites. These 
include physical and mental health treatment services and case management through Family Health 
Centers and Father Joe’s onsite health center; connection to MediCal, Social Security, and other 
mainstream benefits; and flu and Hepatitis A vaccines through the County. Services for domestic violence 
and other violence victims/survivors, youth and TAY, and service animals are also available onsite at 
various times throughout the week. Father Joe’s offers onsite therapeutic childcare to TBS residents. 
Alpha Project said that they are working in partnership with the District Attorney to establish an onsite 
homeless court, which is set to debut in May. Providers said it is “up to clients to access services;” 
generally, if staff interact with or observe a client who needs specific services, staff will engage them and 
let them know what is available. At Alpha Project, not all clients are connected to a case manager, so 
residents often must ask for resources and services, if needed.  

Capacity and Staffing 

All three providers’ program management said they were under-capacity in terms of housing navigation 
and would benefit from more staffing this area. Currently, all TBS housing navigators have heavy 
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caseloads, making it difficult to provide housing assistance outside of getting clients document and match 
ready. As mentioned, Father Joe’s is working to dedicate more staff time to housing search activities to 
help with this issue. Additionally, VVSD mentioned feeling understaffed in all capacities and have had 
trouble retaining staff; “it seems like every time we gain one [staff] person, we lose two.”  

Key Strengths and Accomplishments 

During the interviews, program management pointed to several areas of success of the TBS program thus 
far. Program management said that the low barrier nature of the TBS has allowed people who may not 
otherwise have accessed shelter to get in quickly. It is perceived that the program is serving a high needs 
population, as intended. Although housing placements have not met the 65% permanent housing exit 
goal as detailed in the operator contracts, providers are proud of the housing placements they have been 
able to achieve through the TBS program. 

Program management also pointed to the collaborative partnerships between the three TBS providers 
and the Housing Commission as a key strength of the program. “The three providers’ willingness and 
desire to work together on this process – negotiating contracts, working on coordinated outreach 
schedules – has been great. It’s an ongoing, collaborative process with the other providers, not a 
competition,” one program manager said. SDHC’s leadership is also seen as a key asset, as they “really 
understand the provider side and want to know how to do things differently and better.” Others 
mentioned that the TBS program’s contract dollars are very flexible, in comparison to other emergency 
shelter funding sources (i.e. CDBG), which has allowed providers to more flexibly serve TBS clients.  

Challenges 

In addition to strengths and accomplishments, program management spoke about key challenges of the 
TBS program. Although the low barrier model of the shelter was generally seen as a positive, program 
management said being “low barrier also causes problems.” The low barrier environment can result in a 
wide array of client goals and needs – “it can be a challenge to people who are trying to find housing 
when others are not, for example, or people trying to stay clean when other people are using drugs or 
alcohol,” one program manager said. Some questioned how to motivate people in a low barrier 
environment.  

Program management also said the TBS program lacked the level of thorough, upfront planning needed 
prior to launch. Some providers felt it was “done on the fly” and wished there had been more time to set 
the program up, hire and train staff, and negotiate program elements.  

All three providers’ program management expressed that the 65% exits to permanent housing goal is 
unrealistic and should be adjusted. According to providers, the lack of both housing inventory within the 
system and assistance from the CES and CES matched outside providers to make those housing 
placements make the performance standard unattainable. Some felt that permanent housing outcomes 
should not be a performance measure of emergency shelter. 

Additionally, program management said the existing HMIS system makes required data reporting to SDHC 
very time consuming. “Reports that SDHC want us to submit do not match what HMIS captures, resulting 
in poor data accuracy,” one person said. The sheer number of required data requests from SDHC on a 
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monthly and daily basis, are also said to be time consuming for providers. Program management said to 
meet these reporting requirements, more admin dollars dedicated to reporting are needed.2 

Finally, as previously mentioned, the population mix and open-air shelter environment of the TBS can be 
problematic and overwhelming to clients. For example, Father Joe’s mix of single adult women and 
families has caused tension. Program management also expressed that bunk beds are not necessarily 
appropriate for single adults and others with disabilities and other physical limitations, which significantly 
limits who can stay in which beds.   

II.   Site Visits and Staff Focus Groups 

On April 12th and 13th, 2018, two Focus Strategies staff members toured the TBS structures and 
conducted focus groups with site staff from each of the three provider agencies. The goal of these focus 
groups was to understand how the program is operating, as well as areas staff perceive as working well 
and those that could be improved. At each site, we interviewed staff representing various positions, 
including housing navigators, outreach workers, residential program specialists, monitors, case managers, 
and supervisors. The following is a summary of staff input, organized by key program elements, including 
key strengths and challenges of the TBS program. 

Staff Experience, Training, and Roles 

During our interviews with TBS staff, we learned that many staff are relatively new to homeless services, 
although several said they had backgrounds in other forms of social services (i.e. AODS, mental health 
services). A majority also said they were relatively new to their respective agency and had been hired 
specifically for the TBS program (aside from supervisors). For some, training for the job was minimal and 
much of it was completed on-the-job, given the short timeline to get the TBS sites up and running. Onsite 
staff (housing navigators, monitors, case managers, residential specialists) said their roles tend to be fluid 
and people tend to “wear a lot of hats” to best meet clients’ needs, reflecting the collaborative culture of 
TBS staff.  

Staff Expectations 

When asked whether staff’s expectations of the TBS program were met, staff generally agreed that the 
population served by the program and characteristics of the population met expectations. However, most 
staff expressed that they thought the program would be “more structured” – both in terms of what staff 
activities and schedules, and in terms of the pathway to housing for clients. Most agreed that they 
expected quicker, greater flow-through of clients to housing placements via CES.  Navigation staff 
indicated that they understood their role was primary to support clients to secure rapid rehousing or 
permanent supportive housing through the CES process, but that some also have taken it upon 
themselves to assist clients to search for housing in other ways (looking at listings, filling out applications). 

Client Expectations and Understanding of TBS Program 

Throughout our focus groups, staff spoke about the unmet expectations and understandings clients held 
about the TBS program. Like staff, many clients expected a guaranteed, quick placement into housing. 
Staff said clients receive mixed messages about the purpose of the program from several sources (i.e. 
staff, other TBS residents, outreach workers, the media). “Clients are being told they are going into the 

                                                           
2 SDHC has made some changes to mitigate this in the time since these interviews were conducted. 
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tent to get housing and get it quickly,” one housing navigator said. “There’s lots of talk amongst clients 
about housing; people don’t understand that it takes a long time and they need to be patient. Words like 
“rapid” and “permanent” are misleading. People have misperceptions for how things work and how long 
they take and get really upset when their perception isn’t met.” Staff said it’s often difficult to effectively 
explain to clients how the CE system functions and that available resources do not match client need. 
Staff said they need to find a way to more effectively manage client expectations and ensure consistent 
program-wide and system-wide messaging about what the TBS program can and cannot offer. They also 
have heard a number of clients matched to rapid rehousing programs indicate that they are either not 
interested due to the subsidy being time limited, or worried that if they enroll in rapid rehousing, they will 
end up back in the shelter or unsheltered when the subsidy ends. 

Staff also noted that there is a divide between what people want from the TBS program – some people 
only want to access emergency shelter, while others are motivated to obtain housing as quickly as 
possible. Staff said this often creates a difficult dynamic where “people who are motivated are being 
brought down by people who don’t want housing.” Even when clients are matched to a housing program 
(whether rapid rehousing or permanent supportive housing), many express reluctances to engage in the 
housing search process and expect staff to do all the work, while others are actively engaged in the 
process, staff said. Nonetheless, staff said seeing other people getting housed can spark interest and 
motivation in some “less housing-focused clients” to begin working towards a permanent housing plan.  

Additionally, staff indicated there has been some confusion amongst staff and clients around the amount 
of time clients are allowed the stay in shelter. The operator contracts have established a target average 
length of stay of 120 days, but this is not a set time limit. However, some staff indicated they have told 
clients they have to leave after 120 days. Staff said this has caused some anxiety amongst clients who are 
unsure what they will do or where they will go “once their time is up.” 

Program Model and Connection to Housing 

As previously mentioned, staff expressed frustration over the rate at which TBS clients are being housed. 
Staff said there are typically only a few housing matches per week through CES, and even when matches 
occur, the following steps (getting clients connected to the program and beginning a housing search) can 
be a long and arduous process. “There’s a lot of waiting on both sides,” which can be difficult to explain to 
clients, one housing navigator said. Some staff also noted that even when people are matched to 
vacancies, ensuring that clients get their documentation and identification in order can be a drawn-out 
process when clients struggle with behavioral health issues, substance abuse, or lack of transportation. 
Although the rate of housing placements has been lower than expected, staff expressed that the housing-
focused approach has been beneficial. “Connecting people to housing navigators and having someone 
people can talk to about housing is good,” a staff person said. “It’s impossible for people to stay 
connected and engaged in any services while on the streets, so having everyone in one place is helpful.”  

Like program management, staff said that while the Housing First, low-barrier nature of the TBS program 
has its benefits, it also poses challenges. For example, some clients are not motivated to access services 
or address their housing crisis; some clients’ lack of sobriety can be disruptive to other clients; and low-
barrier program rules make it “hard to monitor and regulate people’s behavior,” staff said. One housing 
navigator notes that the program model and overall environment of the TBS is not suitable for a housing-
focused bridge shelter – “what [clients] are experiencing in the TBS is not modeling what it’s like to go 
into housing.”  
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Finally, staff expressed that San Diego’s housing market and the system’s shortage of housing inventory 
makes it extremely difficult to help all TBS clients find housing. The rising cost of rent in all parts of the 
County limits clients’ ability to find housing within their price range (even those who have steady income) 
and the low vacancy housing market allows landlords to be selective, favoring tenants with high incomes 
and good credit history. Father Joe’s staff are in the process of adding a housing location element to their 
responsibilities, including building relationships and rapport with community landlords, which staff expect 
to help speed the housing placement process.  

Connection to Coordinated Entry 

Staff at the three sites expressed the need for a more streamlined, communicative connection to the 
Coordinated Entry System as a key gap of the TBS program. Staff feel that both clients and program staff 
are left uninformed while waiting for clients to be matched with housing vacancies. “We are in the dark 
once we send all their paperwork off,” said one housing navigator. “There needs to be more 
communication back and forth between us and CES.” Although it is already happening at one of the TBS 
sites, case conferencing to discuss matching clients with system openings and clients’ statuses in the 
process would be helpful, staff said. “It would be nice to meet with all organizations to understand what’s 
causing delays.” Staff with some familiarity with the CES indicated that this is a system-wide issue and not 
specific to the TBS. 

Services 

As mentioned in the previous section about program management feedback, clients are offered various 
services through the TBS program. According to staff, the most accessible services are food, medical care, 
and clothing, while the most difficult to access are employment training and connections, transportation, 
and housing. Across the board, staff felt that clients need better connection to transportation (i.e. bus 
passes) to help with their housing search and collecting necessary documents. Although some TBS sites 
offer linkage to some employment services (via the agency Home Start), staff felt these and other services 
could be bolstered to help clients increase income, with the goal of moving towards permanent housing. 

Additionally, staff said that many clients’ service needs are beyond the scope of what the TBS program 
can provide. Many clients have high needs related to medical, mental health, and substance abuse issues, 
as well as old age. Staff also said that some clients do not take advantage of the services offered because 
of the voluntary service aspect of the program. 

III.   Other Stakeholder Input  

In addition to interviews with program management and staff focus groups, Focus Strategies also 
conducted interviews with stakeholders who have been involved with the TBS program, including 
representatives from the Regional Task Force on the Homeless (RTFH) and Family Health Centers, to 
understand key aspects of the program, such as services offered and linkage to the Coordinated Entry 
System. The following is a high-level summary of the feedback we heard from stakeholders about the TBS 
program elements, as well as its key strengths and challenges.  

Health Services – San Diego County HHSA and Family Health Centers (FHC) 

Focus Strategies spoke with staff from HHSA’s central region, which includes Downtown San Diego, to 
understand the coordination between the TBS with the County’s health and behavioral health services. 
HHSA has been involved as a strong partner from the beginning of the shelter planning process, 
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particularly given the urgency of the Hepatitis A outbreak.  This health emergency caused everyone to 
“jump in” and identify how best to use the TBS to meet public health goals, as well as provide a pathway 
to housing. HHSA has been providing a range of services on-site at the shelters, including: 

• Public health nurses on-site at Alpha Project (currently 2 times per week) and VVSD (currently 
one time per week). Originally, they were there full time but now many of the residents have 
received Hep A vaccines and other services, so they have reduced the number of days. Father 
Joe’s has their own medical clinic so have not needed the public health nurses.  HHSA’s goal is to 
vaccinate as many people as possible for Hep A and they have succeeded with most of the 
residents. 

• Eligibility workers for CalWORKS, CalFresh, GA, and other benefits are on-site at all three sites.  
They have WiFi access and can process applications and problem-solve for clients who are having 
issues with their benefits.  

• Behavioral health services provided at Alpha (VVSD and Father Joe’s have their own mental 
health services, plus VVSD has VA services). 

• Family service coordinators are available on-site for the families at Father Joe’s. 

HHSA also coordinates with Family Health Centers of San Diego which holds the County’s Health Care for 
the Homeless contract and provides a range of mobile health services, including dental services, mental 
health assessment, and AoD assessment.   

County staff reported that the TBS has been a very positive addition to the community in terms of helping 
to address public health needs.  It is much easier to deliver preventive and primary care to people when 
they are inside and not out on the street. This is a very vulnerable population that can have much better 
health outcomes when they have a safe place to stay and access to medical care. A gap that seems to be 
evident from the HHSA perspective is that clients need a lot of support to secure housing. 

Focus Strategies also spoke over the phone with staff from Family Health Centers of San Diego to 
understand the work of the agency in relation to the TBS program, services provided for TBS clients, as 
well as key strengths and challenges of the partnership. We learned that the agency provides services at 
two of the three TBS sites (Alpha Project and VVSD), as Father Joe’s has an onsite medical and dental 
clinical available to clients. Services offered by Family Health Centers include mental health screening and 
service connection, MediCal enrollment assistance, Hepatitis A and flu vaccinations, and a mobile medical 
unit that comes onsite to the two TBS sites during the week. So far, the partnership has resulted in 
around 3,000 client interactions at Alpha’s TBS site, 600 client interactions at VVSD, and 800 new Family 
Health Center clients enrolled through the program. The two TBS providers and Family Health Centers 
have worked together to incentivize clients to access medical and other services by developing a stamp 
passport – for enrolling in a certain number of services, clients receive a gift card to a local Walmart or 
Target.  

Family Health Centers staff feel this partnership has been particularly positive from a public health 
perspective, especially considering the recent outbreak of Hepatitis A in San Diego County. The TBS 
environment facilitates a “first level of trust” by helping clients meet their basic needs and hosting them 
in a central location, which helps Family Health Centers more easily engage and connect to clients. Staff 
also said that triaging and collaborating alongside TBS program staff has been helpful in more effectively 
meeting clients’ needs.  
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However, Family Health Centers said challenges include the lack of space at the TBS sites and inability to 
keep people onsite during the day, decreasing opportunities for service engagement. Staff said allowing 
people to connect to Wi-Fi, which is available at Alpha Project’s TBS but not VVSD’s, would prevent 
people from leaving during the day and allow clients to search for housing online. Additionally, Family 
Health Centers said an additional trailer or area for more private client interactions (i.e. mental health 
appointments, therapy) would be helpful.  

Coordinated Entry and System Connection – Regional Task Force on the Homeless (RTFH) 

Focus Strategies interviewed Regional Task Force on the Homeless (RTFH) staff about the TBS program’s 
connection the CES and the greater homeless response system. RTFH, San Diego County CoC’s lead 
agency and coordinated entry provider, has been connected to efforts related to the TBS program since 
its inception, including providing insight about the role of shelter in an effective homeless crisis response 
system and suggesting potential program models. RTFH agreed with what we heard from providers that 
the program has not been able to serve and connect its intended population (people in Priority 1 status) 
due to outdated contact information and client data. Additionally, some people who were on the lists of 
Priority 1 clients generated by RTFH were already housed or were staying in other shelters in the County 
or were unsheltered but located in other areas of the County far from the TBS sites and unwilling to go 
Downtown to access the bridge shelter program.  

From the RTFH perspective, a significant flaw in the expectations of the original permanent housing 
outcomes, is that the availability of housing placements through CES cannot meet the expectations of 
outflow to permanent housing of 65% of the TBS beds over a 120-day period. RTFH did indicate that 
housing matches and placements began picking up in March and April, and clients are beginning to flow 
through to permanent housing. However, RTFH also sees the opportunity for targeted case conferencing 
with clearly defined goals between CES and the TBS providers to increase housing placements (currently, 
this is only happening at Father Joe’s TBS). The TBS program has also been beneficial to CES in locating 
and engaging high-priority clients who may otherwise be difficult to find on the streets.  
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APPENDIX E 
San Diego Temporary Bridge Shelters 

Staff Survey Summary 

The following document provides a summary of results from a survey conducted of staff from each of the 
three TBS projects. A copy of the survey that was distributed to TBS staff is also included at the end of this 
appendix. 

Methodology 

Surveys were distributed to a program manager at each of the TBS sites. Managers distributed the 
surveys to staff, who were asked to complete it to help better understand day-to-day operations, as well 
as key strengths and challenges of the three TBS sites. Confidentiality and anonymity were afforded to all 
respondents. After five days, all completed surveys were returned to Focus Strategies, and data was 
entered into an excel workbook to be aggregated. This document presents the summary information for 
the TBS program, and then breaks down the information by TBS site. A copy of the staff survey is included 
at the end of this Appendix. 

Summary of Responses 

A total of 72 individuals from the TBS projects provided feedback on their experiences as staff (42 from 
Alpha Project, 14 from Father Joe’s, and 16 from VVSD). Table 1 provides the job titles staff provided. The 
job titles indicate that feedback was provided by a variety of types of staff. Almost all staff, 70 individuals 
(97%), stated they interact with clients often; one person stated they “sometimes” interact with clients 
while one individual stated they “never” interact with clients.  

Table E1: Job Title of TBS Staff Survey Respondents 

Job Title Number Percent 
Supervisor 3 4% 
Lead 4 6% 
Case Manager 6 8% 

Housing Navigator 8 11% 

Residential Program Specialist 10 14% 

Outreach Workers 2 3% 
Monitor 13 18% 
Security 21 29% 
Laundry 1 1% 
Other 2 3% 

Missing 2 3% 

Total 72 100% 
 
Staff were asked several questions related to training. Fully 36% (26 of 72) reported not receiving any 
special training when they were hired to work at the TBS. Of the 45 (63%) respondents who said they did 
receive training, most (N=32, 71%) felt the training sufficiently prepared them to do their job, while 11 
(24%) felt it “somewhat” prepared them to do their job, and 4 (9%) reported it did not sufficiently 
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prepare them to do their job. When asked if they felt that additional training would help them to better 
perform their jobs, 36 staff (50%) responded affirmatively. These staff felt they needed training that 
focused on trauma informed care, de-escalation, CPR training, conflict resolution, communication, staff-
client interaction, and managing client caseloads. 

Next, staff were asked if certain issues impact whether clients can enter or stay at the TBS. Table 2 and 
Figure 1 present responses to each of the factors asked about. In general, the pattern of responses 
suggest that all these factors at least sometimes impact a client’s ability to enter or remain at the TBS. 
Possession of drugs, alcohol, and/or related paraphernalia is the most frequently endorsed factor 
impacting client ability to stay. Conversely, not having identification appears to least impact ability to stay. 

Table E2: Staff Perception of Factors Impacting Client Ability to Enter or Stay at TBS 

Factor Often Sometimes Never 
Being Intoxicated (N=71) 22 31% 38 54% 11 15% 
Aggressive Behavior (N=71) 29 41% 32 45% 10 14% 

Not Having Identification (N=68) 9 13% 28 41% 31 46% 

Possession of drugs, alcohol, related paraphernalia (N=69) 31 45% 25 36% 13 19% 
 

Figure E1: Staff Perception of Factors Impacting Client Ability to Enter or Stay at TBS 

 

Survey respondents were also asked if any other factors might impact a client’s ability to stay at the 
shelter. Eight staff identified factors such as mental illness, legal issues, child neglect, family configuration, 
and stealing.  

TBS staff responded to a question about whether they thought that the TBS had enough staff. Just under 
half of respondents (N=35, 49%) said “yes”, while 16 (22%) said “somewhat”, and 21 (29%) answered 
“no.” Staff felt that it would be helpful to have additional security, case managers, weekend staff, 
overnight staff, swing shift coordinators, and supervisors.  
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Finally, staff were asked if, from what they could tell, it appears the TBS was helping to get homeless 
people housed. Overall, 43 respondents (60%) said “often”, and 29 (40%) said “sometimes.” Notably, no 
one reported that the TBS was “never” helping to get people housed.  

Staff were then asked three open-ended questions. First, staff reported shelter strengths, including the 
connection to services for clients, and providing stability (food, shelter, safety). Second, they reported 
several TBS challenges, including difficult staff-client interactions, mental health and addiction, 
transportation for clients, inconsistent shelter rules and regulations for clients, managing client 
expectations, and messaging of services to clients. Third, staff thought the TBS would improve with 
increased client access to health professionals, increased housing opportunities, and obtaining additional 
resources for clients relating to employment, addiction, and mental health. 
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Temporary Bridge Shelter Program Staff Survey 
Prepared by Focus Strategies 

 
The San Diego Housing Commission (SDHC), which funds of the three Temporary Bridge Shelters (TBS) in 
San Diego, has hired Focus Strategies to conduct an evaluation of the TBS program. Focus Strategies is a 
consulting firm that is dedicated to helping communities develop and implement strategies to effectively 
reduce homelessness.  
 
As part of the evaluation, Focus Strategies asks that TBS program staff fill out the following survey to help 
us better understand the day-to-day operations, as well as key strengths and challenges of the three TBS 
sites. All responses will remain confidential and anonymous. Please only complete one survey per staff 
person. If you would like to share additional feedback, please use the blank space on the back of this 
survey to do so. Thank you for your time and participation! 
 

1. Please indicate the 
temporary bridge shelter 
(TBS) where you work. 

□ Alpha Project □   Father Joe’s □ VVSD 

2. What is your 
job title? 

________________________________________________________ 

3. Do you interact with clients? □   Never □      Sometimes □ Often 

4. Did you receive any special training when you were 
hired to work at the TBS?        □ Yes                  □ No 

If so, did the training 
sufficiently prepare you 
for your job? 

□ Yes        □ Somewhat □ No 

5. Can you think of training that 
would help you do your job 
better?    

□ Yes        □ No 

If yes, what kind 
of training? 

________________________________________ 

6. Please indicate the extent to which the following issues impact whether clients can enter or stay 
at the TBS. 

Being 
intoxicated 
(drugs or 
alcohol) 

Never 

□ 

Sometimes 

□       

Often 

□ Not having 
identification 

Never 

□ 

Sometimes 

□ 

Often 

□ 

Aggressive 
behavior 
(physical 
or verbal) 

Never 

□ 

Sometimes 

□ 

Often 

□ 

 
Possession of 
drugs, 
alcohol, or 
related 
paraphernalia 

Never 

□ 

Sometimes 

□ 

Often 

□ 

Other (please describe) 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
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7. Do you think the TBS has 
enough staff?       □ Yes □    Somewhat □ No 

If you answered no or 
somewhat, how many 
additional staff? Which 
positions would be helpful? 

______________________________________________ 

8. From what you can tell, is the TBS helping clients to 
become housed? □   Never 

□      
Sometimes 

□ Often 

9. In your opinion, what is going well at this TBS? How does staying at the TBS help clients? (Use this 
box to write your response.) 

10. Please describe the biggest challenges you see at this TBS. What gets in the way of helping 
clients? 

11. If you could make any changes or improvements to how this TBS operates or the overall design of 
the TBS model, what would they be? 

Additional feedback/comments 
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APPENDIX F 
Client Focus Group Summary 

I.   Background 

As part of the evaluation of the Temporary Bridge Shelter mode, Focus Strategies facilitated focus groups 
with clients of the TBS program. The purpose of the client focus groups was to understand how the 
temporary bridge shelters are operating and serving people experiencing homelessness, and to hear 
about the experiences of those staying at the temporary bridge shelters. The groups also were designed 
to inform how the TBS program model may be most effectively refined and implemented and ensure that 
the TBS program is strongly client-centered and housing-focused. 

II.   Methodology  

Three separate focus groups were conducted at the three TBS locations to gather feedback from clients 
of all three provider agencies. The following table provides a breakdown of focus group dates and 
locations.  

TBS Provider 
Number of 

Participants 
Location of Focus Group 

Focus Group Date and 
Time 

Alpha Project 
Approximately 25 
participants 

Alpha Project TBS – 16th 
Street & Newton 
Avenue, San Diego 

April 5, 2018 – 6:00 
p.m. to 7:15 p.m. 

Father Joe’s Villages 
Approximately 5 
participants 

St. Vincent DePaul 
Village – Joan Kroc 
Center, 1501 Imperial 
Avenue, San Diego 

April 11, 2018 – 2:00 
p.m. to 3:30 p.m. 

Veteran’s Village of San 
Diego 

Approximately 10 
participants 

VVSD TBS – 2801 ½ 
Sports Arena Boulevard, 
San Diego 

April 11, 2018 – 6:00 
p.m. to 7:30 p.m. 

 
The three focus groups were facilitated by two Focus Strategies staff and organized with help from the 
TBS provider’s program management and staff. The focus groups were conducted onsite, however 
provider staff were not present for the focus group to ensure client confidentiality and anonymity, as well 
as to solicit the most forthright responses possible from clients. Additionally, clients were not required to 
provide any identifying information or share anything they felt uncomfortable sharing. At the end of each 
group, participants were asked to fill out a voluntary survey to collect information about client 
demographics and prior living situations. A summary of the surveys is provided in the final section of this 
appendix.  

III.   Client Input Summary 

Overall, Focus Strategies received extremely thoughtful, detailed, and candid responses from focus group 
participants. We are thoroughly impressed by and grateful for the valuable input received during each 
group, as well as the time individuals took to attend the groups. We are also appreciative of the time and 
effort of staff from each of the three provider agencies who helped us organize the focus groups. This 
section provides a summary of input provided by TBS clients.  
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Prior Living Situation and Length of Stay 

During the three focus groups, participants shared where they had been staying prior to entering the TBS 
program, as well as the amount of time they’d been at the TBS. Most clients said they had been literally 
homeless – staying in other emergency shelters in the community, in a vehicle, or outside. Many clients 
noted they had been experiencing homeless – whether sheltered or unsheltered – for extended periods 
of time, ranging anywhere from two months to more than 10 years. Only a few clients stated they had 
been living in their own units or doubled up in another housing location prior to entering the program. 
Additionally, we heard that most participants had been staying at the TBS sites since their respective 
opening date.  

Program Access 

Participants were asked to share how they found out about the TBS and the process by which they 
accessed the shelter. While many said they’d heard about the TBS by word of mouth (friends and other 
people experiencing homelessness), we also heard a range of other responses which included via case 
workers, 2-1-1, local media (cable news programming and newspaper articles), outreach workers (HOT), 
TBS provider staff, and SDHC staff. Others said they had known about or previously stayed at Alpha 
Project or VVSD’s shelter sites prior to the TBS being established, when operated as seasonal shelters.  

Clients’ experiences accessing shelter seemed to vary significantly. While a few clients noted they’d 
accessed the TBS via referral from outside agencies or outreach workers, many said they accessed a TBS 
bed simply by showing up. In some cases, clients got in right away when beds were unfilled, while others 
said they had to wait until after bed check (around 8 p.m.) for staff to determine if any beds were 
available. Some said they showed up multiple days in a row at bed check until an opening became 
available. Others said that relationships with TBS provider staff or case workers helped them access the 
shelter quickly.  

Barriers to Entry/Remaining in Shelter 

In general, clients described the TBS program as welcoming and accommodating to all, and not imposing 
high barriers to enter and/or remain in shelter. At all three shelters, clients said sobriety is not required to 
enter or stay in the shelter; however, alcohol, drugs, and other illicit substances are not allowed on the 
TBS premises. Some clients of the Alpha Project TBS noted that in addition to substances being banned 
onsite, clients are not allowed to possess any drug paraphernalia and, should anyone be suspected of 
possessing either, staff will often search clients’ belongings and/or person. In some instances, clients who 
are intoxicated and exhibiting behaviors that impact other clients and/or staff have been asked to leave 
or suffered other consequences.  

While couples can stay in the TBS program, we heard that couples are separated at night. Alpha Project 
and Father Joe’s requires men and women to stay in opposite sides of the Sprung Structure, while Father 
Joe’s requires that men in family households are required to sleep in top bunk beds, while women must 
sleep in the bottom bunk. One couple at Alpha’s TBS expressed feeling that as though staying at the 
shelter as a couple was “an eggshell walk” and they often felt singled out by staff, who make comments 
about couples not abiding by shelter rules. Additionally, Alpha Project’s tolerance for all pets and VVSD’s 
for service animals was appreciated by clients.    

Although clients generally felt that barriers to entry and remaining in shelter were fair, inconsistencies in 
rules and enforcement of rules were said to be an issue at all three shelters. At VVSD, clients noted that 
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“rules change daily.” For example, when the shelter first opened, clients were told they could use as 
much space under their beds as needed for personal belongings, but over time, were told to throw 
belongings away or find alternative storage to save space. In other circumstances, staff appear to be 
“nitpicky” about certain rules at certain times, and lenient on the same rules at other times. Similarly, 
clients of all three TBS provider agencies said that staff tend to give preferential treatment to some 
clients, while strictly enforcing rules on others. For instance, while some clients are held to completing 
daily chores, other clients who are not compliant in completing chores are granted leniency by staff. “The 
rules need to apply to everyone,” one client said.  

Services and Accommodations 

TBS clients who participated in the focus groups cited several beneficial services offered through the TBS 
program, including childcare, healthcare, support groups, and connection to mainstream benefits. 
However, they also identified several service gaps of the current program. While clients generally 
understood the concept behind low-barrier, Housing First shelter, several said additional, voluntary 
mental health, drug treatment and detox, and medical services should be available as options for clients. 
Given the low-barrier nature of the program, clients also recognized a need for better training for staff in 
handling behavioral health, drug, and alcohol-related incidents. VVSD clients stressed that mental health 
resources, services, and trainings were particularly important for the Veteran population. Further, at all 
three TBS sites, focus group participants noted there being several residents who seem to be beyond the 
scope of the TBS program’s ability to care for their medical needs, as well as physical and behavioral 
disabilities. The use of bunk beds in the shelter was frequently said to be a challenge for elderly clients 
and those with disabilities.  

Additionally, some clients noted that some services available to TBS residents tend to be inconsistent – 
for example, Alcoholics Anonymous meetings are scheduled weekly at VVSD’s TBS, however clients said it 
is common for the AA provider to not show up some weeks. Focus group participants also spoke to the 
need for better access to transportation – whether that be via bus vouchers or transportation provided 
by the TBS providers – to help clients make it to appointments or obtain documents needed for a housing 
match.    

Staffing and Capacity 

Generally, clients perceived the need for increased staffing and capacity at the TBS sites. Many felt that 
housing navigation and case management lacked the knowledge and/or skills needed to help clients 
effectively locate housing and other associated resources. Others felt that some staff are well equipped 
to help TBS clients with housing navigation, however are too “overloaded” and cannot give each client as 
much time and energy as needed. Clients who participated in the focus group said they’ve run into 
difficulties accessing help or resources from staff who are not their assigned case manager or housing 
navigator – for example, one client shared that he asked staff to print a housing application, however was 
told that they could not do so because they were not his case manager.  

Further, clients cited the need for better and additional training to equip TBS staff to work with the client 
population – including training and education on behavioral health, PTSD, conflict resolution, and trauma-
informed care. 
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Client Experience in TBS Program 

Overall, TBS clients had positive feedback about their experience staying at the TBS. In comparison to 
other emergency shelter programs client had stayed in in the past, clients reported feeling safer and 
treated with greater respect and dignity by staff. Many said that wait times to get into TBS were much 
shorter, compared to other shelters, which can often take weeks to access. Additionally, clients said other 
shelters generally did not engage them in conversations about housing and while many were unsure of 
their housing trajectory, they were grateful that TBS staff were engaging them in conversations about 
permanent housing. (More information about permanent housing is provided in the following section.)  

However, clients also noted some areas where the TBS sites could be improved. For example, several 
people mentioned a lack of privacy while in shelter, given the close quarters of the Sprung Structures. The 
VVSD TBS, for example, has only a very small area with limited privacy designated for female clients, 
which often leads women to feel uncomfortable, paranoid, and, in some cases, unsafe. Participants also 
mentioned feeling unsafe at the TBS sites at times due to several circumstances. Clients said that while 
often beneficial, the low barrier nature of the program poses safety concerns; in particular, people who 
are intoxicated have posed safety threats to people staying in the TBS. VVSD TBS clients said the location 
of the Sprung Structure can be unsafe, as people drive quickly through the industrial area surrounding the 
TBS. Clients at Father Joe’s and VVSD said security staff do not always do their jobs of ensuring clients’ 
safety and often appear distracted (i.e. using mobile phones, sleeping). A client gave example of security 
allowing a toddler wander outside of the perimeter of the TBS site without adult supervision.   

Finally, clients of Father Joe’s TBS project said the mix of family households and single adult women can 
be challenging at times. “Single women are hostages to the children,” one client said. “There’s no 
parenting at all and staff are not enforcing that people and children stay within their individual areas.” 
Noise from young children and families is often a disturbance to older, single adult women, which has 
resulted in some tension at the shelter, according to clients.  

Housing Navigation and Linkage 

Finally, focus group participants were asked to share about their experience working on a housing 
solution while staying at the TBS. Only a handful participants shared that they had been matched with a 
housing intervention through CE and a few had an identified housing solution. The remainder of clients 
said that while they had been in conversations with housing navigators and other TBS staff about housing, 
it was unclear when, if ever, they would get matched to a housing intervention. Many clients expressed 
feeling left in the dark and confused about their housing situation after being assessed by TBS staff. There 
seems to be strong messaging to clients from TBS staff housing resources and funding are limited for 
people experiencing homelessness in the community, and that long waitlists exist for those available 
resources. “My understanding is that I’m waiting for permanent housing, but it could take the rest of my 
life,” one participant noted. One client suggested the need for housing navigators to create a list of 
apartments, SROs, and landlords in the community willing to work with housing vouchers (i.e. VASH and 
Section 8) and subsidies. VVSD clients said access to WiFi would enable them to conduct housing searches 
on their own without burdening already overloaded housing navigators. There is also a perception 
amongst some clients, particularly at the VVSD TBS, that they are not getting connected to housing 
because “programs like VVSD don’t want to lose the headcount,” and therefore receive less funding from 
their programs.  
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Additionally, clients working with housing navigators frequently expressed their hesitancy and 
reservations about being enrolled in rapid rehousing (RRH) programs, based on their understanding and 
education about the intervention type. Several said they were not confident they’d be able to afford 
rental costs once the RRH subsidy ended and feared failing and becoming homeless again. This 
doubtfulness about RRH was particularly common amongst family households.     

IV.   Client Survey Responses 

At the end of each group, participants were asked to respond to a voluntary survey to collect information 
regarding demographics and prior living situation. Clients were also asked to rate how useful and 
educational, impactful, and respectful they perceived the focus groups to be. It should be noted that not 
all client focus group participants completed a survey, as several people needed to leave early or chose to 
opt out of the survey. In total, 10 focus group participants responded to the survey. The following section 
provides a summary of the information collected from the surveys.  

Client Demographics  

The following table shows a breakdown of demographics of the focus group participants who responded 
to the survey. Of the 10 participants who responded, the average age was around 52 years old, however 
ages ranged from 28 to 73 years old. All responding participants reported English as their primary 
language. A majority of respondents were female (60%), which the 40% reported identifying as male. 
Additionally, half of respondents identified as “Euro-American,” or white/non-Latino, while the next most 
predominant identified ethnicity was African-American.     

  Average Range 

Age   51.7 28-73 
     N %  
Language  English 10 100 
        
Gender 
 

Male 4 40 
Female 6 60 

        
Race/Ethnicity 
  
 
  

White, Non-Latino 5 50 
African-American 3 30 
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 10 
Other 1 10 

 

Prior Living Situation 

Focus Group participants were also asked to identify where they were staying prior to entering the 
Temporary Bridge Shelter program. Possible responses included: outside (i.e. tent or camp), in a motel, in 
a vehicle (car, van, or RV), with a friend or family members, in an emergency shelter, or “other.” Focus 
Strategies grouped the responses into three possible categories: unsheltered (outside or another place 
not meant for human habitation), emergency shelter, or housed (doubled-up, couch surfing, etc.). The 
following table shows the breakdown of responses in these three categories. A majority of respondents 
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reported staying in an unsheltered situation prior to the TBS (80%), while an equal number of people said 
they were either housed or staying in emergency shelter prior to entering the TBS (10% each). 

 
Unsheltered 

% 
ES 
% 

Housed 
%  

Where Did You Stay Last Night? 80 10 10 
 

Client Feedback on Focus Group 

Finally, survey respondents were asked to rate, from 1 to 10, how useful and educational, impactful, and 
respectful they found the focus group to be. The following table provides the average rating clients 
provided on each element of the focus groups. On average, respondents indicated feeling very respected 
and understood during the focus group (9 out of 10). Clients also reported feeling strongly as though the 
information they provided would help improve housing and services in San Diego County for people 
experiencing homelessness (9.4 out of 10). Lastly, respondents generally agreed that the focus group 
provided information that would help them with their personal housing and service needs (7.5 out of 10).  
 

Focus Group Element Avg. Rating Scale 
Respected/Understood 9.0 1 - 10 
Info to Improve Housing 9.4 1 - 10 
Learned 7.5 1 - 10 
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APPENDIX G 
TBS Data Analysis 

Methodology 

The client data used to inform this report was extracted from the Regional Task Force to End 
Homelessness (RTFH) Homeless Management Information System (HMIS). Focus Strategies requested 
data for each TBS that covered the period from the first enrollment through March 31, 2018.  

Data from all three shelters was aggregated into a single data set to allow for analysis of the TBS 
implementation as a whole. Note that results presented in this report may vary slightly from reports 
produced by SDHC or RTFH because of data updates after data was pulled by RTFH for Focus Strategies, 
as well as nuances associated with data aggregation and reporting. 

HMIS data elements requested included those collected at project entry and exit. Data elements 
requested from project entry included: date of birth, race, ethnicity, gender, veteran status, disabling 
condition, relationship to head of household, living situation, income and sources, physical disability, 
chronic health condition, HIV/AIDS, mental health problem, substance abuse, domestic violence, 
chronically homeless, VISPDAT score, and priority level. Data elements requested from project exit 
included destination, VISPDAT score, and priority level. 3 

Table G1 below presents the earliest enrollment date for each TBS, number of unique clients enrolled, 
total number of enrollments, and the number of active clients on March 31, 2018.  Some clients have 
entered a TBS on more than one occasion (multiple entries). The number of unique clients enrolled 
represents the number of unduplicated clients served. The number of enrollments reflects the number of 
entries and therefore includes some duplicated clients. Active clients is the number of people shown in 
the data as occupying a bed on March 31, 2018. 

Table G1: Data Describing the Clients Enrolled in TBS Projects 

 Father Joe’s Alpha Vets All TBS 

Earliest Enrollment Date 1/3/18 12/1/2017 12/21/17 12/1/2017 
# of Unique Clients Enrolled 220 886 483 1,5394 
# of Enrollments through March 31, 2018 225 965 843 2,033 
# of Active Clients on March 31, 2018 144 323 170 637 

 
Clients Served in TBS 

A total of 1,539 unique clients enrolled in the TBS projects between the time they were implemented and 
March 31, 2018. The 1,539 unique clients accounted for a total of 2,033 enrollments. Table G2 shows the 
number of clients who enrolled broken down by the number of times they enrolled in a TBS project. As 

                                                           
3 VI-SPDAT score and priority level were more specifically the “earliest” and “most recent” rather “entry” and “exit”, 
respectively. In many cases these indicators did not change over time, but where they did, the appropriate score 
was incorporated into analyses. 
4 The total number of unduplicated clients does not equal the sum from each of the projects because some clients 
enrolled in more than one TBS. 
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the Table indicates, the clear majority (80%) of clients enrolled only once in TBS; 20% of clients, however, 
had two or more stays in the shelter over the initial 4 months of operation. 

Table G2: Number of Times Clients Enrolled in TBS Projects 

# of Enrollments # of Clients % of Clients 
1 1,232 80.1% 
2 205 13.3% 
3 59 3.8% 
4 21 1.4% 
5 10 0.6% 
6 5 0.3% 
7 6 0.4% 
8 1 0.1% 

 
Table G3 contains descriptive information about the 1,539 unduplicated clients who enrolled in the TBS 
projects in terms of age, gender, race, ethnicity, whether they report a disability, if they would be 
characterized as experiencing chronic homelessness, veteran status, receipt of income and non-cash 
benefits at program entry, and household type. 

Average age of clients was 47 years old, with a median of 51 years old. Table 3 shows that almost 70% of 
clients were 41 years of age or older. Males also comprise almost 70% of the population. Most clients 
identify as white (61%), with the next most frequent racial group identifying as black (34%); 21% of clients 
identify as Latino. 

Approximately one-third of participants reported being a veteran and one-third could be categorized as 
experiencing chronic homelessness. Almost two-thirds reported a disability. Finally, most clients enrolled 
in the TBS were in single adult households. 

Table G3: Descriptive Characteristics of Clients Served in TBS 

Characteristic # of Clients % of Clients 
Age   

<18 78 5% 
18-24 55 4% 
25-40 351 23% 
41-60 761 49% 
61+ 294 19% 

   
Gender   

Male 1,068 69% 
Female 468 30% 
Other 3 <1% 

   
Race   

American Indian 36 2% 
Asian 25 2% 
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Characteristic # of Clients % of Clients 
Black 527 34% 
Native Hawaiian/PI 12 1% 
White 936 61% 
Unknown 3 <1% 

   
Latino 328 21% 
Veteran 513 33% 
Disability 953 62% 
Chronically Homeless 494 32% 
Past Experience with Domestic Violence 214 14% 
Income 601 39% 
Non-Cash Benefits 351 23% 

   
Household Type   

Family 130 8% 
Single Adult 1349 88% 
TAY 60 4% 

 
This initiative was implemented with the intention of prioritizing TBS beds and services using four Priority 
Levels (PL), to indicate whether clients had been matched to a housing subsidy, were ready to be 
matched to a housing subsidy (i.e., were “match ready”5), and had a VI-SPDAT score. The four priority 
levels are:   

• PL 1: Client has a VI-SPDAT score, is “match ready”, has been matched to a housing subsidy, and 
is looking for a permanent housing unit; 

• PL 2: Client has a VI-SPDAT score, is “match ready”, and is waiting to be matched to a housing 
subsidy; 

• PL 3: Client has a VI-SPDAT score and is working with an identified Housing Navigator to become 
“match ready”; and 

• PL 4: Resident has a VI-SPDAT score. 
 
Table 4 provides the PL assigned to clients as they enrolled in the TBS, as well as their most recent PL, 
while Figure 1 displays the same information graphically. Both Table 4 and Figure 1 indicate that as time 
progressed, more clients were assigned a priority level (missing data decreased), and clients moved up in 
their priority level (more clients were assigned PL1 or PL2 most recently than initially). This suggests that 
Housing Navigators were supporting clients in becoming “match ready.” Additionally, the number of 
clients who had been matched to a housing subsidy increased from 99 to 127 (a 28% increase), over the 
course of 4 months of operation. 

 

 

                                                           
5 “Match Ready” is the term the community uses to indicate that all required client documentation for housing was 
in place. 
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Table G4: Priority Level of Clients Served in TBS 

Priority Level 
Initial Most Recent 

# of Clients % of Clients # of Clients % of Clients 
1 99 6% 127 8% 
2 356 23% 433 28% 
3 151 10% 160 10% 
4 883 57% 785 51% 

Missing 50 3% 34 2% 
 

Figure G1: Priority Level of Clients Served in TBS 

 

 
Table G5 presents VI-SPDAT scores for the 1,539 unique clients enrolled in TBS in three ways: 

• At Enrollment: These scores reflect VI-SPDAT score associated with the client’s enrollment record 
in the raw data provided to Focus Strategies. 

• Combined Enrollment and Early Post-Enrollment: These scores reflect VI-SPDAT scores of the 
assessment most closely linked with the time of enrollment provided by SDHC. As the data show, 
a number of clients who enrolled without a VI-SPDAT score were assessed shortly after enrolling 
in TBS; the number of missing scores sharply decreases from almost 400 to just over 200.  
Although it appears that VI-SPDAT scores were still missing for just over 200 clients, RTFH is 
exploring the possible impact of a data extraction issue and expect that the number of missing VI-
SPDATS may be far less.  

• Most Recent: These scores reflect a client’s most recent VI-SPDAT score in the raw data provided 
to Focus Strategies. To the extent assessments are re-done prior to exit, the most updated score 
is reflected here.  

The data illustrate the wide variation in vulnerability of clients enrolled in the TBS projects. The 
distribution of scores is normally distributed (e.g., bell curve), with the most frequent scores being 
between six and eight. Still, approximately one-quarter of clients receive a score of nine or more, 
suggesting they need intensive support as they enter permanent housing. Subsequent analyses in this 
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Appendix utilize VI-SPDAT scores “At Enrollment” and “Most Recent” since these were included in the 
data provided to Focus Strategies. 

Table G5: VI-SPDAT Score of Clients Served in TBS 

VI-SPDAT Score At Enrollment 
Combined Enrollment and 

Early Post-Enrollment 
Most Recent 

# of Clients % of Clients # of Clients % of Clients # of Clients % of Clients 
0-3 90 6% 124 8% 101 7% 
4-5 266 17% 335 22% 310 20% 
6-8 423 27% 502 33% 474 31% 

9-11 254 17% 269 17% 293 19% 
12+ 107 7% 98 6% 126 8% 

Missing 399 26% 211 14% 235 15% 
 

Table G6 presents data that indicates where TBS residents were living prior to entering the shelter. The 
1,539 unique clients accounted for a total of 2,033 enrollments, so this table reflects duplicated clients 
(some clients entered more than once and may have had different living situations each time). As the 
data show, almost 90% of client enrollments were from literal homelessness; they were previously 
unsheltered (79.3%) or in another emergency shelter, interim housing, or safe haven (9.5%). 

Table G6: Prior Living Situation of Clients Served in TBS 

Prior Living Situation # of Entries % of Entries 
Unsheltered 1612 79.3% 
ES, Interim Housing, Safe Haven 194 9.5% 
Institution 79 3.9% 
Hotel/Motel No Voucher, Friends, Family 99 4.9% 
Transitional Housing 19 0.9% 
Permanent Housing 21 1.0% 
Unknown/Other 9 0.4% 

 
Of the 1,539 unique clients served in the TBS in the period through March 31, 2018: 

• 506 (33%) entered and have not yet exited 
• 726 (47%) entered and exited just one time 
• 307 (20%) entered and exited multiple times 

 
The 1,033 clients who have exited represent a total of 1,409 exits, since some clients have exited more 
than once. Table G7 shows length of stay for these 1,409 exits. Just over 40% of the stays end within 
seven days of entry and 80% are completed within thirty days. We discuss patterns of stay in a later 
section. 
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Table G7: Length of Stay of Clients Who Exited the TBS 

Length of Stay (Days) # of Exits % of Exits 

<7 585 42% 
8-14 269 19% 

15-21 135 10% 
22-30 129 9% 
31-60 182 13% 
61-90 92 7% 
91+ 17 1% 

 
Regardless of length of stay, where do residents go when they exit the TBS? Tables G8 and G9 provide the 
data contained in HMIS regarding exit destination. Both tables present the same data but are grouped 
into different categories of exits.  

The Bridge Shelter model implemented in the City of San Diego and the contracts with providers set a 
goal that 65% of clients will secure permanent housing upon exit. “Permanent housing exits” are defined 
by HUD to include both subsidized and unsubsidized housing, as well as staying on a permanent basis 
with friends or family.  

We found that the rate of exit to permanent housing as of March 31, 2018 was 8%. And the rate of exit 
with a housing subsidy was 5%, which suggests only 5% of clients were housed by way of a referral 
through CES to rapid rehousing or permanent supportive housing during the analysis period. 

Our analysis shows that about 35% of exits are to unsheltered situations (street, encampment, vehicle) 
and there is no known destination data for 48% of the exits. Clients with unknown exit destinations are 
people who leave without any notice or communication to shelter staff, so it is difficult to know where 
they have gone. 

Table G8: Exit Destination of Clients Served in TBS 

Exit Destination # of Exits % of Exits 
Permanent Housing 105 8% 

Permanent Housing (subsidy) 66 5% 
Permanent Housing (no subsidy, family, friends) 39 3% 

Transitional Housing 18 1% 

Temporary Housing (family, friends, hotel/motel no voucher) 20 1% 

Institution 56 4% 

Homeless 514 36% 

ES 21 1% 
Unsheltered 493 35% 

Other 24 2% 

Unknown 672 48% 
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SDHC has also defined another category of successful exits called “other long-term housing” that includes 
transitional housing, staying temporarily with friends or family, foster care, substance abuse or detox 
facility, or long-term care facility. While these exits do not count towards the 65% exit to permanent 
housing goal, they are still viewed as successful results.  The table below shows exit destinations broken 
out into permanent housing, “other long-term housing” as defined by SDHC and other destinations. This 
shows that 3% of clients exited to other successful destinations during the analysis period. 

Table G9: Exit Destination of Clients Served in TBS Using SDHC Exit Destination Categories 

Exit Destination # of Exits % of Exits6 
Permanent Housing 105 8% 

Long Term Housing (transitional housing, staying with friends/family, 
safe haven, foster care, substance abuse or detox facility, long-term 
care nursing facility)  45 3% 

Other (deceased, emergency shelter, psychiatric hospital, jail, hotel no 
voucher, unsheltered location) 587 42% 

Unknown 672 48% 

 
Patterns of Stay 

Qualitative information suggested that there is a lot of variety in how people are using the shelters. 
Different patterns include those who: 

• Cycle in and out of shelter; 
• Enter shelter one time and disappear; or 
• Stay in shelter as long as it takes to get a referral. 

 
We investigated whether these patterns of stay were observable in the HMIS data. However, given that 
the shelters have only been open for a few months, there are limited conclusions that can be drawn from 
the patterns of shelter stays. Further analysis of TBS shelter use patterns will likely be more valuable after 
the programs have had a year to operate. Below we summarize a few key data points on shelter stays. 

From earlier, we know that 1,232 clients stayed a single time at the TBS (this includes 506 who had not 
yet exited as of March 31, 2018 and 726 who exited one time), while 307 people stayed at least 2 times. 
We looked at the distribution of length of stay for the 1,232 single stayers and found wide variation in 
length of stay; LOS ranged from 0 days to 367 days, with an average of 23 days and a median of 12 days. 
The discrepancy between the average and median suggests there are several clients with very long stays 
that are impacting the average. We distributed the 1,232 clients amongst three groups for analysis as 
shown in the next Table.7  

 

 

                                                           
6 Total adds to 101% due to rounding of values. 
7 An alternative approach would have been to split people into two groups based on the median LOS of 12 days. 
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Table G10: Patterns of Stay of Single Stay Clients Served in TBS 

Length of Stay (Days) 
# of One 

Stay Clients 
% of One 

Stay Clients 

0 to 7 268 22% 
8 to 30 262 21% 

31 + 196 16% 
NA (no exit) 506 41% 

 
The next set of analyses, therefore, investigate whether there are key differences between people with 
each of four patterns of stay at the TBS: single stays of seven days or less (short stayers, N=268); single 
stays of eight to thirty days (medium stayers, N=262), single stays of more than one month (long stayers, 
N=196); and multiple stayers (multiple stayers, N=307).8 

Table G11 provides information for each pattern of stay about characteristics that do not differentiate the 
groups. Therefore, regardless of length of single stay or staying multiple times, clients have similar VI-
SPDAT scores, disabilities, experience of chronic homelessness, and non-cash benefits. 

Table G11: Characteristics of Clients Served in TBS Unrelated to Pattern of Stay 

Characteristic 
1 Stay, 

 7 days or less 
(N=268) 

1 Stay, 
 8 to 30 days 

(N=262) 

1 Stay, 
 31+ days 
(N=196) 

2 or More Stays 
(N=307) 

Average Entry VI-SPDAT 7.5 7.4 7.4 7.3 
Average Recent VI-SPDAT 7.6 7.4 7.2 7.4 

 
# of 

Clients 
% of 

Clients 
# of 

Clients 
% of 

Clients 
# of 

Clients 
% of 

Clients 
# of 

Clients 
% of 

Clients 
Disability 178 66% 173 66% 126 64% 201 66% 
Chronically Homeless 98 37% 89 34% 67 34% 104 34% 
Non-Cash Benefits 71 27% 57 22% 49 25% 71 23% 
 
Table G11 and Figures G2 through G7 provide information for each pattern of stay about characteristics 
that do differentiate the groups. Therefore, depending of the specific pattern of stays, client groups differ 
in terms of their age, gender, race, ethnicity, veteran status, experience of domestic violence, income, 
household type, and priority level. 

Data in Table G11 shows that clients with two or more stays are older than short or long stayers (medium 
stayers are not significantly different from any other group). Table 11 and Figure G2 also indicate that 
males are more likely than females to be represented in the multiple stayer group. The short single stayer 
group is comprised primarily of white residents while the multiple stayer group has a relatively high 
proportion of residents who self-identify as black (see Figure 3). 

The data in Figure G4 illustrate that the association of three client characteristics depend on the TBS 
pattern of stay: (1) those identifying as Latino are most likely to be short stayers; (2) multiple stayers are 

                                                           
8 Single stayers with no exits are not included in the analysis since they can not be categorized into one of the 
groups. 
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most likely to be veterans; and (3) having experience with domestic violence is most characteristic of 
short stayers. 

Income is included in Table G11 as a characteristic that differentiates the four groups of clients; it appears 
that clients in the long stayer group are least likely to report income. However, a data quality issue with 
income was recently identified (income was not being entered if there was no third-party verification), 
and this finding awaits confirmation with updated data. 

Figure G5 shows that family households are more likely to be in the longer stayer group than any other. 
Finally, Figures G6 and G7 provide information about resident priority level at the initial and most recent 
points in time. Together, the data indicate that most clients, regardless of stay pattern, fall into priority 
level 4. In addition, there is a solid group of multiple stayers in priority level 2. The proportion of people 
changing priority levels over time is small, but in a positive direction. 

Table G11: Characteristics of Clients Served in TBS Related to Pattern of Stay 

Characteristic 
1 Stay, 

 7 days or less 
(N=268) 

1 Stay, 
 8 to 30 days 

(N=262) 

1 Stay, 
 31+ days 
(N=196) 

2 or More Stays 
(N=307) 

Average Age9 46.4 47.8 46.0 49.9 

 
# of 

Clients 
% of 

Clients 
# of 

Clients 
% of 

Clients 
# of 

Clients 
% of 

Clients 
# of 

Clients 
% of 

Clients 
Gender10         

Male 179 67% 189 72% 129 66% 243 79% 
Female 89 33% 72 28% 67 34% 64 21% 

 
Race11         

White 182 68% 160 61% 123 63% 170 55% 
Black 73 27% 85 32% 68 35% 126 41% 
Other 13 5% 17 7% 5 2% 11 4% 

 
Latino12 75 28% 42 16% 37 19% 51 17% 
Veteran13 90 34% 81 31% 29 15% 206 67% 
Past Experience with 
DV14 52 19% 34 13% 22 11% 34 11% 
Income15 115 43% 101 38% 67 34% 145 47% 

 
Household Type16         

Family 4 1% 5 2% 20 10% 7 2% 

                                                           
9 F(3,1029) = 4.0, p<.01. 
10 X2(3) = 15.0, p <.01. 
11 Other includes American Indian, Asian, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and Unknown; X2(6) = 17.2, p <.01. 
12 X2(3) = 16.2, p <.01. 
13 X2(3) = 163.8, p <.001. 
14 X2(3) = 10.4, p <.05. 
15 X2(3) = 9.8, p <.05. 
16 X2(6) = 35.5, p <.001. 
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Characteristic 
1 Stay, 

 7 days or less 
(N=268) 

1 Stay, 
 8 to 30 days 

(N=262) 

1 Stay, 
 31+ days 
(N=196) 

2 or More Stays 
(N=307) 

Single Adult 251 94% 242 92% 165 84% 290 95% 
TAY 13 5% 15 6% 11 6% 10 3% 

 
First Priority Level17         

PL1 12 5% 20 8% 19 10% 24 8% 
PL2 48 18% 51 19% 33 17% 134 44% 
PL3 6 2% 24 9% 15 8% 36 12% 
PL4 191 71% 159 61% 128 65% 106 34% 

 
Recent Priority Level18         

PL1 13 5% 28 11% 31 16% 28 9% 
PL2 50 19% 55 21% 47 24% 143 47% 
PL3 4 2% 25 10% 11 6% 42 14% 
PL4 194 72% 149 57% 106 54% 93 30% 

 
Figure G2: Gender of Clients Served in TBS and Patterns of Stay 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
17 X2(9) = 116.5, p <.001. 
18 X2(9) = 144.0, p <.001. 
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Figure G3: Race of Clients Served in TBS and Patterns of Stay 

 

Figure G4: Ethnicity, Veteran Status and Past Experience with Domestic Violence of Clients Served in TBS and 
Patterns of Stay 

 

Figure G5: Household Type of Clients Served in TBS and Patterns of Stay 
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Figure G6: First Priority Level Assigned of Clients Served in TBS and Patterns of Stay 

 

Figure G7: Most Recent Priority Level Assigned of Clients Served in TBS and Patterns of Stay 

 

To summarize, the data suggest that the following factors are highly related to a resident’s pattern of stay 
at the TBS: 

• Clients with two or more stays are more likely to be: 
o Older 
o Male 
o Black 
o Veterans 

• Clients with a single short stay of seven days or less are more likely to be: 
o White 
o Latino 
o Report experience with domestic violence 

• Clients with a single long stay of 31 days or more are more likely to be: 
o Family households 
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Factors Related to Successful Exit to PH 

One of the primary goals of the TBS projects was to support those experiencing homelessness move to 
permanent housing. The program was implemented with the vision of achieving a 65% permanent 
housing exit rate. Therefore, in the next set of analyses we explored resident characteristics that were 
related to successful exit. 

We noted previously that 8% of resident exits were to permanent housing, 36% of exits were to 
homelessness, and 48% were to unknown/missing destinations. For the purposes of the next set of 
analyses, all known exits were divided into three groups: (1) permanent housing (N=105); (2) 
homelessness (N=514); and (3) other (N=118, included transitional housing [18], temporary family, 
friends, hotel/motel no voucher [20], institution [56], deceased and other [24]).19 

Table G12 provides information for each group of exits about characteristics that do not differ between 
the destination groups. Therefore, regardless of exit destination, clients who exit to permanent housing, 
homelessness, or another destination have similar ages, VI-SPDAT scores, ethnicity, disabilities, and 
household types. 

Table G12: Characteristics of Clients Served in TBS Unrelated to Exit Destination 

Characteristic Exits to Permanent 
Housing (N=105) 

Exits to 
Homelessness 

(N=514) 

Exits to Other 
(N=118) 

Average Age 46.2 46.6 45.3 

Average Recent VI-SPDAT 7.6 7.9 7.3 

 
# of 

Clients 
% of 

Clients 
# of 

Clients 
% of 

Clients 
# of 

Clients 
% of 

Clients 
Latino 15 14 110 21 29 25 
Disability 72 66 356 70 77 65 
Household Type       

Family 9 9 21 4 11 9 
Single Adult 88 84 466 91 98 83 
TAY 8 8 27 5 9 8 

 
Table G13 and Figures G8 through G13 provide information for each group of exits about characteristics 
that do differ depending on destination. Therefore, depending on the exit destination, client who exit 
differ in terms of their length of stay, gender, race, chronic homelessness, veteran status, experience of 
domestic violence, income, priority level, and pattern of stay. 

Data in Table G13 shows that clients exiting to permanent housing have significantly longer stays (35.1 
days) than those who exit to homelessness (19.6 days) or to another destination (21.5 days). with two or 
more stays are older than short or long stayers (medium stayers are not significantly different from any 
other group). Table G13 and Figure G8 also indicate that males are more likely than females to exit to 
“other”, with non-significant differences between to two genders in likelihood to exit to homeless or to 
permanent housing. The group of clients exiting to permanent housing is comprised of a significantly 

                                                           
19 All unknown/missing exits were eliminated for the purposes of this analysis. 
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higher proportion of black residents when compared to the other groups exiting to homelessness or to 
other locations (see Figure G9). 

The data in Figure G10 illustrate that the association of four characteristics are related to exit destination: 
(1) chronically homeless residents are most likely to exit to homelessness; (2) veterans are most likely to 
exit to “other”; (3) residents having past experience with domestic violence are most likely to exit to 
homelessness; and (4) those with non-cash benefits are least likely to exit to “other.” 

Income is included in Table G13 as a characteristic that is related to exit destination; it appears that 
clients reporting income are most likely to exit to permanent housing and least likely to exit to 
homelessness. As before, however, a data quality issue with income was recently identified (income was 
not being entered if there was no third-party verification), and this finding awaits confirmation with 
updated data. 

Figure G11 illustrates the relationship between priority level and exit destination; the data support that 
those in priority level 1 are most likely to exit to permanent housing and those in priority level 4 are most 
likely to exit to homelessness. 

Finally, Figures G12 and G13 illustrate the association of exit destination with the pattern of client stay. 
Figure G12 presents the results of the analysis comparing single stayers and multiple stayers. The data 
show that single stayers are most likely to exit to permanent housing, while multiple stayers are most 
likely to exit to “other”. Figure G13 show the results of a more refined analysis by breaking the single 
stayers into short, medium, and long single stayers. Here it is evident that long single stayers (31 or more 
days) are most likely to exit to permanent housing, while those short single stayers (7 days or less) are 
least likely to exit to permanent housing. In addition, the most frequent exits to both homelessness and 
“other” are from those who have two or more stays. 

Table G13: Characteristics of Clients Served in TBS Related to Exit Destination 

Characteristic Exits to Permanent 
Housing (N=105) 

Exits to 
Homelessness 

(N=514) 

Exits to Other 
(N=118) 

Length of Stay20 35.1 days 19.6 days 21.5 days 

 # of Exits 
% of 
Exits 

# of 
Exits 

% of 
Exits 

# of 
Exits 

% of 
Exits 

Gender21       
Male 68 65% 314 61% 96 81% 
Female 36 35% 200 39% 22 19% 

Race22       
White 55 53% 329 64% 70 60% 
Black 47 45% 158 31% 41 35% 
Other 2 2% 27 5% 6 5% 

Chronically Homeless23 32 31% 209 41% 26 22% 

                                                           
20 F(2,734) = 17.3, p<.001. 
21 X2(2) = 40.4, p <.001. 
22 Other includes American Indian, Asian, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and Unknown; X2(4) = 9.4, p =.05. 
23 X2(2) = 16.2, p <.001. 
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Characteristic Exits to Permanent 
Housing (N=105) 

Exits to 
Homelessness 

(N=514) 

Exits to Other 
(N=118) 

Veteran24 38 36% 97 19% 64 57% 
Past Experience with DV25 14 14% 97 19% 10 9% 
Income26 56 53% 183 36% 54 46% 
Non-Cash Benefits27 27 26% 132 26% 18 16% 
Recent Priority Level28       

PL1 45 43% 18 4% 11 10% 
PL2 25 24% 83 16% 45 39% 
PL3 4 4% 37 7% 13 11% 
PL4 30 29% 374 73% 46 40% 

Single vs. Multiple Stays29       
1 stay only 85 81% 342 66% 68 56% 
2 or more stays 20 19% 172 34% 50 42% 

Short, med, long vs. multiple stays30       
1 stay up to 7 days 12 12% 138 33% 18 20% 
1 stay 8-30 days 30 30% 125 29% 31 34% 
1 stay 31+ days 43 44% 79 19% 19 21% 
2 or more stays 14 14% 83 19% 24 26% 

 
Figure G8: Gender of Clients Served in TBS and Exit Destination 

 

 

 

                                                           
24 X2(2) = 70.5, p <.001. 
25 X2(2) = 8.1, p <.05. 
26 X2(2) = 13.6, p <.01. 
27 X2(2) = 6.0, p <.05. 
28 X2(6) = 201.0, p <.001. 
29 X2(2) = 14.0, p <.05. 
30 X2(6) = 40.4, p <.001. 
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Figure G9: Race of Clients Served in TBS and Exit Destination 

 

Figure G10: Chronic Homelessness, Veteran Status, Past Experience with Domestic Violence, Income and 
Receipt of Non-Cash Benefits of Clients Served in TBS and Exit Destination 

 

Figure G11: Recent Priority Level of Clients Served in TBS and Exit Destination 
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Figure G12: Single Stay vs. Multiple Stay Clients Served in TBS and Exit Destination 

 

Figure G13: Stay Patterns of Clients Served in TBS and Exit Destination 

 

To summarize, the data suggest that the following factors are highly related to exit destination: 

• Clients exiting to permanent housing are more likely to: 
o Have long lengths of stay with a single stay at the TBS 
o Self-identify as Black 
o Be in Priority Level 1 

• Clients exiting to homelessness are more likely to: 
o Be experiencing chronic homelessness 
o Be in Priority Level 4 
o Have multiple stays at the TBS 

• Clients exiting to “other” are: 
o Less likely to be experiencing chronic homelessness 
o Less likely to have experienced domestic violence 
o Less likely to report non-cash benefits 
o More likely to be male 
o More likely to be a veteran 
o More likely to have multiple stays at the TBS 
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